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“CHRIST’S CROSS” 





By Singleton Peabody Moorehead 





A previous article dealt with “The Castle” in New Kent 
County, Virginia, and mentioned its similarity in form to 
“Christ’s Cross” which lies nearby. The discussion of “The 
Castle” was from the point of view of the exterior, but in the 
present article the approach to “Christ’s Cross” will be from 
that of the interior. Whereas it was possible to relate the 
exterior characteristics of “The Castle” to other known struc- 
tures of the seventeenth century in Virginia, the interior fea- 
tures of “Christ’s Cross” can be so related only partially 
because of the lack of known extant interiors of the period. 
Those that cannot must await fuller study and the time when 
more light is shed on this interesting style in Colonial Virginia 
and its background in England. The purpose of the following, 
then, is to record these features and explain them briefly as 
well as to point out the more unusual of their characteristics. 

Before viewing the interior it might be well to describe the 
exterior of the building and its present condition. Generally 
speaking, it is very similar to “The Castle,” with the exception 
of the chimney locations, windows in the main portion, and 
the roof of the two-story porch wing. The chimneys seem to 
have been attached to the outside of the principal ends by 
reason of the position of the end wall plates (see plan at “E” 
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and “F’’); the windows are not so wide as at “The Castle” 
and have arched basement openings below them under part of 
the main portion (see plan at “A’’); and the roof of the porch 
wing appears to have had a wood gable rather than a brick 
one. 


The brick is laid up much as at “The Castle,” but the in- 
dividual units are larger, less ruddy and doubtless far softer, 
since age has treated them harshly. Actually the brickwork 
is rapidly decaying and in some portions ruinous, while white- 
wash and patching make careful inspection difficult because the 
whitewash tends to blend areas of different periods. As the 
building now stands the principal gable ends have been altered. 
The one at “C” has been replaced with frame construction 
and the one at “A” has been rebuilt above the ground level, 
including its outside chimney. The gable end of the porch 
wing has been rebuilt, but enough of the original brickwork 
remains at the corners to 
show the breaking belt 
course as at “The Castle”. 
The roof over the porch 
wing is of modern frame 
construction, that of the 
main portion at “A” may 
be original, although its 
cornice and tin covering 
are modern, and that at 
“C” has been changed to a 
low second story of modern frame type. The basement ex- 
tends under “A” of the original main portion and under “D’— 
a later addition apparently built in the eighteenth century and 
altered further in modern times. A glance at the small plan 
will show how this late wing may have given rise to the name 
now attached to the building by making it cruciform in plan. 
It is shown shaded with diagonal lines. 





The accompanying plan shows the interior as originally ar- 
ranged, with all walls and partitions in solid black and the 
second floor framing in broken lines. The various important 
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points of the framing system and interior, etc., are indicated 
by letters for reference. The first floor framing under “A” 
of the main portion is a replacement due to the decay of the 
original work. The framing of this floor under “C” is not 
known to the writer because of its inaccessibility, but that of 
the porch wing at “B” is probably a replacement also. 

The wide lines “E” to “F” show the great central beam 
running the whole length of the building with lavish solidity. 
This feature is sometimes called a summer beam, and it re- 
ceives the weight of the second floor from the joists morticed 
into it and transmitting the load to the great post at “G” and 
the exterior walls. The summer is also framed into wall 
plates which are shown by broken lines at the chimney ends 
and at the central partition. The narrow doubled lines indi- 
cate the floor joists—although hidden at present under lathing 
and plaster, their spacing and size were discerned at a broken 
patch in the plaster near “F” through the interstices of the 
lathing. In the porch wing is the same type of framing system 
on a smaller scale. Here the summer runs across the room, 


but the joists are exposed as well as the wall plates on the 
four sides. 

The summer and the wall plates of the main portion are 
elaborately molded on the lower corners. A few inches before 


terminating at walls or joining with 

other members these moldings die out 

in “lamb’s tongues” (see drawing of 

post). It was impossible to determine 

whether the joists were molded or not, 

but the fact that those in the porch 

wing were might indicate this prob- 

ability. In the porch the summer is 

heavily molded and the joists more 

delicately so in keeping with their 

smaller size, but neither have the 

“lamb’s tongue” treatment. The wall plates have a modest 
chamber running continuously about the four sides of the low 
room. 
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Perhaps the most interesting features are the great post 
and the innner doors of the porch wing. The post has a pe- 
culiar ornamentation in low relief composed of shields and 
scrolls depending from a curious impost molding. The door 
has two valves hung in a heavy frame on wrought iron strap 
hinges. Each valve of the door comprises three panels made 
up of molded battens applied to a backing of flush bards set 
vertically. The battens are firmly secured to the boards by 
wrought iron nails driven from the batten side every few inches 
with the ends clinched into the back of the boards. The hinges 
are secured to the doors by the same method with heavier 
nails whose heads are cushioned on small leather washers. The 
moldings on the battens are elaborate, consisting of several 
delicate units used in varying relations to obtain an effect. The 
same units occur on the door trim recomposed again into an- 
other combination. The same trim occurs again at the doors 
near “G” on the plan, but the doors themselves are of the 
eighteenth century type. 

The plan is similar to that of “The Castle,” with the dif- 
ference that there is only one interior partition, eliminating 
the hall feature thereby. At present a modern stair goes up 
at “I” along a partition opposite “G” at the same relation with 
the door to the porch as the “G” partition. The position of 
this stair is not original, as it cuts into the summer beam crude- 
ly. Without removing plaster and flooring it would be hard 
to say just what part of the plan was occupied by the first 
stair. At the Wishart house in Princess Anne County, Vir- 
ginia, believed to have been built in the seventeenth century, 
the interior is divided into two rooms with a stair opening into 
the larger room by piercing the single partition, turning and 
running behind it to the second floor. Perhaps this may have 
happened at “Christ’s Cross.” 

The framing system is the usual, conventional method em- 
ployed for a brick building of the period. “Bacon’s Castle” 
in Surry County, Virginia, has it as well as a number of struc- 
tures in New England of the same time, and it is shown 
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graphically in builders’ hand-books of the day in England. 
The unusual features of the framing, however, are the mold- 
ings which run more richly and are finer technically throughout 
than in the other examples. Single moldings and chamfers 
were usual, but such heavy and complicated molded members 
give an effect quite out of the ordinary. Another noticeable 
quality of the “Christ’s Cross” framing is its finished surface, 
where the roughness and crudity so common in hand hewn 
work is beautifully smoothed out, presenting an appearance 
more in the manner of English or European work than early 
American. 


In considering the door at “H” leading into the porch wing 
a comparison with doors of the late mediaeval and transitional 
styles in England in smaller architecture reveals a similarity, 
particularly in respect to the general method of construction, 
whereby molded battens divide a flush boarded backing into 
panelled arrangements held by wrought nails. The comparison 
is also noticeable with regards to the molding profiles. As 
far as the writer has been able to determine, there are no doors 
in early Virginia architecture in existence today which resem- 
ble this at “Christ’s Cross,” nor has he been able to find any 
comparable to it among the known seventeenth century build- 
ings elsewhere of the Colonial period. By referring to the 
moldings of the door trim, the same mediaeval flavor and char- 
acter comes to attention. The nearest approach to this flavor 
the writer has noted has been on furniture of the period, par- 
ticularly among various types of large chests and chest-like 
cupboards. It may be that the delicacy of the door and trim 
moldings in question resulted from the use of cabinetmaker’s 
molding planes rather than the heavier blades commonly em- 
ployed by the building crafts. 

The most remarkable part of the whole interior is the deco- 
rated post at “G” on the plan. When seeking to explain the 
motive of shields and scrolls the writer can only admit to 
being at a loss. That it has some very early antecedent seems 
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reasonably obvious—the very flatness of the relief would indi- 
cate this—and that it might be a survival of a design and tech- 
nique formerly used with stone. It would be interesting to 
know whence it sprang and what it means. 

In reviewing the woodwork, doors, trim and decorated post 
one fact in particular comes to attention emphatically, that 
we have here another example of the survival of the mediaeval 
convention and method. As a prop to this conclusion one must 
turn to the chief character of nearly all work in the conven- 
tion—this is its frank revealing of working parts of a struc- 
ture. To improve the visual effect of such working of a 
member or part, decoration is applied so that if weight appears 
to crush the post, fat moldings tell the eye that the post resists, 
and if the beam would stretch or bend robust lines are cut to 
show how the lean strength of the wood overcomes such ten- 
dencies. This convention gives an unmistakable flavor, quite 
different from that of other styles, and it would be difficult 
to find among the remnants of the seventeenth century archi- 
tecture of Colonial America such a splendid survival of a style 
dear to us with its ready appeal and vigorous freshness. 

It is not the purpose of the conclusions which have been 
drawn from considerations of “The Castle’ and ‘“‘Christ’s 
Cross” to state that all seventeenth century architecture in 
Virginia must necessarily have been in a mediaeval English or 
European convention. Such could not have been so, since at 
the time these houses were being built what was later to be 
known as the Georgian style was becoming fully developed in 
the mother country. It is the purpose of the conclusions drawn 
however, to point out with emphasis that the mediaeval con- 
ventions flourished vigorously for some time in Virginia, and 
to win, if possible, some measure of recognition for them. 
As they are represented today by various scattered monuments 
and fragments, the picture of the style is little realized and 
unknown for the most part. To present two very definite ex- 
amples is the chiefest purport of this and the preceding article 
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with the added hope that in some way they may be made more 
permanently a part of our national architectural heritage than 


by a mere recording on paper. 


NOTE 


Since the appearance of the article on “The Castle” several com- 
munications have requested the information about the present appear- 
ance of the building. As it now stands, the structure has nearly all 
its original exterior brickwork intact and in excellent condition. 
Certain exceptions are to be noted, however, but they are chiefly 
at the cornice lines, window openings and gable rakes. The chim- 
neys seem to have been rebuilt, but all gable and openings are well 
defined. The windows of the principal elevations are obscurely indi- 
cated, but a close inspection reveals their dimensions. The older 
portions of the brickwork were whitewashed which gives a clear 
line between the early and late work. The later addition of a brick 
second story wall on the main portion of the house is thus readily 
to be seen, not only on the sides of the building, but on its gables 
as well. The original framing and trim on the interior appear to 
have been replaced by various renovations and alterations, but the 
exterior work of the original period would seem quite definite and 
on the whole quite intact. 

In his “Tidewater Virginia” Paul Wilstach states that the word 
“Castle” meant a fortified house. This seems to hold true in the case 
of “Foster’s Castle.” Dr. J. C. Gregory, the former owner, stated 
that a circular opening in the centre front, now filled in, had been 
an opening through which the occupants could shoot at Indians. 
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HENRICO PARISH IN THE DIOCESE 
OF VIRGINIA 
and the Parishes Descended Therefrom 





(Copyright, 1935, by Morgan P. Robinson, Richmond, Va.) 





(The reader cannot hope to secure the maximum assistance 
from the accompanying chart, unless he understands clearly the 
term, “parish unit”, as defined and illustrated on page 10). 


The accompanying chart is a graphic presentation of how the 
parishes of the Henrico “line” drifted along from county to 
county (e. g., King William), or along with them (e. g., St. 
Anne’s), as the population increased from decade to decade 
and pushed back the frontier. It is patterned after those in 
Virginia Counties (Bulletin of the Virginia State Library, 
vol. 9, Nos 1-3, January-July, 1916), pp. 161-171. Of the 
40 “units” here shown, 27 carry notes which cite the sources, 
while the remaining 13 are in no wise involved and are based 
upon sources which are easily available. The only sources 
used are the Acts of the General Assembly of Virginia; the 
Order, Deed and Will books (where necessary) ; the Journal 
of the Diocese of Virginia, 1785-1934, of Southern Virginia, 
1892-1934, and of Southwestern Virginia, 1919-1934; and 
Brydon’s Report Upon Parish Lines in The Diocese of Virginia 
(1927). 

The name of the parish is in CAPITALS and the data in 
parentheses are the county in which and the authorized date 
for the functioning of the ecclesiastical entity in that civil jur- 
isdiction (or the limiting dates of its existence in said county). 
Paraphrasing the text of the Bulletin cited, p. 17, the following 
applies to this chart: 


“The horizontal lines have no sifinificance other than the ad- 
justment and balance of the chart, except, of course, that the 
earliest parish from each mother-parish appears at left; while 
the vertical lines indicate in an approximately correct degree the 
chronological descent, the ‘scale’ being ten years, or a fraction 
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thereof, to each typewritten line. Where two or more parishes 









































































e came into existence in the same year, they appear, in alphabetical 
G order, at the same distance below the mother-parish (e. g., Fred- 
£ ericksville and Tillotson) ; and, if from different mother-parishes, 
i at the same distance below the ‘immigrant ancestor’ (e. g., Ivy, 
q MclIlhany and Tuckahoe).” 
) A glance at the chart will show that King William parish 
was formed in Henrico county in 1700 (H. iii, 201). Ob- 
HENRICO? 
(Henr., 1634) 
*SRISTOL 2 
(Henr., 1642/3-1735) 
: vartya® 
he (Henr., 1680-1714) 
to 
P *KING WILLIAM , 
St. 4 (Henr., 1700-1749) 
or | T. JAMES 5 
ide P (Henr., 1720-1728) 
. ee °KING WILLIAM °st. JAMES 7 
in - (onia., 1728-1749) (Ghia., 1728-1744) 
: *DALE® 
ry, " T (Henr., 1735-1749)® 
the e ST. ANNE'S ST. JAKES, NORTHAM SOUTHAM ® 
is) (Albr., 1744) (Ghld., 1744) (Ghld., 1744-1749) 
es, eS *KING WILLIAM 39  °KING WILLIAM 1 7 12 DALE 
q (ches., 1749-1879} (cumd., 1749-1777} (Cum. , 1749-1777) (Ches., 1749) 
se ’ 
: ‘3 FREDERICKSVILLE  °TILLOTSON 1 
ces zs (Alors, 1757) (avr, 2757-1761} 
h g N. fv 
the AMHERST 14 TILLOTSON 13 
] (amhr., 1761-1808) (Bin. 1761) LITTLETON KANCHESTER 
Na: T Cumb., 1772) (Ches., 1772) 
. “yuvaMMA® 15/KING WILLIAM 3, |  SOUTHAK 
la, LEXINGTON |(Fluv., 1777-1849) (Pwtn., 1777) (Pwtn., 1777) 
(Amhr., 1779) 
nd 
7 T 14 
biel (Wlsn., 1808) 
WALKER'S 
’ (Alvr., 1839) RIVANKA>® oxutro*® *TILLOTSON = 17 
in (Fluv., 1649)] LEIGHTON (Pwtn., 1845) powiaTht (Appo., 1845-7777) 
14 Gi 00D (Curfo., 1852) (Pwtn., 183) 
AMAERST (Albr., 1864) 
ate 
ur- | 
y)- . 
Ivy MONT ICELLO* 20, Me TUCKAHOE VARINA 
(Alvr., 1925) (aAlbr., 1925) faler., 1925) (Henr., 1925) (Henr., 1925) 
ing (Alor., 1933) 


; * originally formed from portions of more than one parish, the mother-parish 
ad- here shown being the first named in the text. 


“ ae: extinct, as shown. by limiting dates. 
the x (superior): unable to ascertain whether dormany or extinct (as shown by lin- 
hile ; iting dates. 


the 
Hon © 1934, Morgan P. Robinson, Richmond, Va. 
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viously, it could not be stated that this parish, which was later 
included in Goochland county, had existed in that county in 
1700, because Goochland was not formed until 1728 (App., 
chap. ii). Likewise, it could not have existed in Cumberland 
or Powhatan in 1700, in which two it was later included, be- 
cause those counties were not formed until 1749 (App., chap. 
iii) and 1777 (H. ix, 322), respectively; and the same is true 
of a portion of it in Chesterfield, formed in 1749 (App., chap. 
iv). Nevertheless, it is a fact that King William parish 
(formed in Henrico county in 1700), or a portion of it, was 
in the other four counties named. 

Hence, it has become necessary to treat each phase of its 
existence separately and there has been “coined” the phrase, 
“parish unit,” which here means, (1) a parish, or (2) any 
portion of a parish, in a civil jurisdiction, as distinct and dif- 
ferent from the same parish (or any portion of it) in another 
civil jurisdiction, as illustrated below: 


(1) Dale parish was formed in Henrico county in 1735 (H. iv, 
443), thereby forming the Henrico “unit” of that parish, desig- 
nated as DALE (Henr.). In 1749, when Chesterfield county was 
formed (App., chap. iv), this entire ecclesiastical entity was in- 
cluded in the new county, thereby forming the Chesterfield “unit”, 
designated as DALE (Ches.) ; and at the same time the Henrico 
“unit” became extinct. 

(2) King William parish was formed in 1700 from Henrico 
parish in Henrico county “at or adjacent to the said Manakin 
towne” (H. iii, 201), thereby becoming an indeterminate area, 
which was the Henrico “unit”, designated as KING WILLIAM 
(Henr.). The major portion of this “unit” fell in the newly 
formed Goochland, when Henrico county was divided in 1728 
(App., chap. ii), and there resulted the Goochland “unit”, desig- 
nated as KING WILLIAM (Ghld.). Next, this Goochland 
“unit” became extinct in 1749, when Cumberland county was 
formed from “all that part of the said County of Goochland ly- 
ing on the south side of James River” (App., chap. iii), and 
there resulted the Cumberland “unit”, designated as KING 
WILLIAM (Cumb.). Also, in 1749, that portion of King Wil- 
liam parish, which had remained east of the Henrico-Goochland 
line resulting from the division of Henrico county in 1728 (see 
note 10), fell in Chesterfield, when that county was formed from 
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“all that Part of the said County of Henrico lying on the south 
side of James River” (App., chap. iv); and there resulted the 
Chesterfield “unit”, designated as KING WILLIAM (Ches.), 
while the Henrico “unit” became extinct at the same time. Then, 
the Cumberland “unit” became extinct in 1777, when that portion 
of Cumberland county became a part of Powhatan (H. ix, 322), 
in which county King William parish is at present, the desig- 
nation being KING WILLIAM (Pwtn.). 


Thus, it is seen that there were five “units” of King Wil- 
liam parish, and the historian of this, or any other, parish 
must assemble the data concerning all the “units.” 


The following abbreviations are used: 
Curved lines indicate that such lines pass around the straight lines 
involved. 

A.—Acts of the General Assembly of Virginia for the session indicated. 

Albr.—Albemarle county. 

Amhr.—Amherst county. 

App.—Appendix. 

Appo.—Appomattox county. 

Brdn.—Report Upon Parish Lines in The Diocese of Virginia (1927), 
by G. MacLaren Brydon, Historiographer of the Diocese of Virginia 
(photostat copy in Archives Division, Virginia State Library). 

Bkhm.—Buckingham county. 

Ches.—Chesterfield county. 

Cumb.—Cumberland county. 

D. B.—Deed book of the county and date indicated. 

e (superior )—Extinct, as shown by limiting dates. 

Fluv.—Fluvanna county. 

Ghld.—Goochland county. 

Grne.—Green county. 

Hawks—Hawks (F. L.) Narrative of Events of the P. E. Church in 
Virginia. 

H.—Hening’s Statutes at Large (Va.). 

Henr.—Henrico county. 

J. C—James City county. 

1 (superior)—State Land Office (Richmond). 

Meade—Meade (Wm.) Old Churches, Ministers and Families of Vir- 
ginia, 

Nlsn.—Nelson county. 

O. B.—Order book of the county and date indicated. 

p (superior)—Photostat copy in Archives Division, Virginia State Li- 
brary. 
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Pwtn.—Powhatan county. 
S.—Shepherd’s continuation of Hening. 
t (superior)—Transcript in Archives Division, Virginia State Library. 
v (superior) in Archives Division, Virginia State Library. 
Va.—Journal of the Convention of the Diocese of Virginia for the year 
indicated. 
W. B.—Will book of the county and date indicated. 
x (superior)—Unable to ascertain whether dormant or extinct (as 
shown by limiting dates). 
Notes 
1—Brdn., 4, says: 

“The first settlers of Virginia brought with them from the mother 
country the body of English custom and tradition as well as the civil 
and ecclesiastical law. In England the parish bounds are fixed not 
by statute or charter but by tradition, and are preserved by annual 
processioning. The first parishes in Virginia therefore came into 
being with the first settlements, and were simply the Plantations, 
Corporations or Hundreds as the more or less distinct settlements 
were called. The word ‘parish’ is first used in the Statutes only in 
this sense, as designating a community or neighborhood (Hening i, 
125-6). 

“After 1632 however the word seems to be used always in its 
present meaning (Hening i, 155 et seq.) as the cure of a minister 
and precincts wherein parochial authorities exercise jurisdiction. 

“Three stages may be distinguished in the development of the Par- 
ishes of Colonial Virginia. 

“First, from 1607 to about 1655, when each plantation formed a 
Parish or the nucleus of one. Few of these had ministers, the tithe 
system was not yet developed, and the intervening wilderness made 
sufficient boundaries between them.” 

Brdn., 75, says: 

“This parish [Henrico] may be said to date from the year 1611, 
at which time a settlement was made at Henricopolis and a church 
built. At that early date there was, of course, no regulations of par- 
ish bounds, each Burough or Plantation, supplied with a church, being 
called a parish.” 

The eight original shires (or counties) were formed in 1634 (H. 
i, 224), but, so far as the text of this enactment is available, there is 
nothing to designate these areas as parishes. If co-terminous parishes 
of the same names actually resulted from the legislation forming the 
counties of 1634, these new ecclesiastical jurisdictions absorbed such 
existing parishes, which had resulted from the settlement of plantations, 
buroughs and hundreds, as fell within the bounds of the original civil 
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units; nor could any parishes (generally speaking) have resulted from 
county court orders prior to 1634. On the other hand, we have no 
former nor subsequent enactments forming parishes* of the same names 
as the eight original counties, in spite of the fact that parishes of some 
of these names are mentioned in such of the 17th century records as 
have survived. 

Furthermore, we have no order of the General Court forming par- 
ishes of any of these names prior to 1634, in spite of the fact that the 
Minutes of the Council and General Court of Virginia, p. 22, says, under 
date of Oct. 10, 1624, “Whereas Mr Robert [George] Keth was min- 
ister of ye Corporacon of Elizabeth Cyttie, voluntarilie removed him 
self . . . Sr ffrancis Wyatt being Gournor. Appointed Mr Jonas 
Stogden to be minister of Pte [Part, M. P. R.] of the said Corpora- 
tione in regard ye said parish is much enlarged”. 

Proceeding upon Brydon’s statements quoted above, the following 
17th century sources are cited in support of the hypothesis that the 
enactment forming the eight original counties formed automatically in 
each of these civil jurisdictions a co-terminous parisht of the same 
name: 

(1) Henrico Parish :} 

(a) In 1657, the General Court record carries the entry, 
“Glebe Land of Henrico Pish” (Minutes of the Council and 
General Court of Colonial Virginia, 506). 

(b) A “grant unto ye parish of Henrico in ye sd County a 
Dividend of Land being a Glebe and lying at Varina”, dated 
Apl. 16, 1666, and recorded Oct. 7, 1672 (Patents 6, 427)). 

(c) The Henrico record (December court, 1684) shows that 





* Brown, First Republic, 254 (see also 313), says: 


“It seems certain, however, that he [Argall] located definitely the then 
bounds of the four great ‘Incorporations and Parishes of James Citty, 


Charles Citty, the citty of Henricus and Kiccowtan’. 

It should be noted that not only is this statement qualified by “It 
seems certain, however,” but, also, there is no citation of the source from 
which this important information was secured. Nevertheless, the Min- 
utes of the Council and General Court of Colonial Virginia, p. 22, says 
under date of Oct. 10, 1624, “The Counsell . . . do conceave that Ac- 
cordinge to the Companies Charter bearing date ye 4t» of Maye 1620 
they have researved to themselves the right of patronage of the min- 
ister and parishes of the fower Ancyent Buroughes whereof the cor- 
porato of Elizabeth Cyttie is one”. 

ft Except for transposing James City and Henrico for obvious rea- 
sons, these parishes are listed as the counties appear in H. i, 224. 

+ Sainsbury, vol. 11, 184t, says, under date, Feb. —, 1623/4, “Henrico 
was quitted in the time of Sir. Thomas Smythe’s government, only a 
small Church and one house remaining”. 
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Capt. William Randolph gave his “title to ye above Order to 
to ye poor of Henrico Parish” (O. B., 1678-1693, 172). 

(d) The Henrico record (Apl. 1, 1686) shows that “down- 
wards on ye South Side of Hen:co pish [the inhabitants] to 
give their lists [of tithables] to Mr. John Worsham” (O. B., 
1678-1693, 209) v. 

(e) The deed of Thomas Farrar, dated Aug. 1, 1691, and 
recorded in Henrico Aug. 1, 1691 (Records, 1688-1697, 215)+, 
conveys to William Soane 60 acres “scituate lying and being 
in ye county & pish of Henrico . . . dividing the said Farrar’s 
from the Glebe belonging to Henrico Pish”. 

(£{) The will of Thomas Cocke, dated Dec. 10, 1696, and re- 
corded in Henrico Apl. 1, 1697 (Records, 1688-1697, 486)+, 
bequeathes one thousand pounds of tobacco “towards the buying 
of a bell for Henrico parrish Church”. 


James City Parish: 

(a) In Jan., 1639 (H. i, 229), the Assembly enacted “that 
the inhabitants of Lanes [Lawn’s] Creeke should be reduced into 
a parish. . . in respect of the remoteness of Ja: Cittie, to which 
parish they belong ... ” (H. i, 277-278). 

(b) In 1642/3, the Assembly enacted “that it shall be lawfull 
for the Gov’r. for the time being to elect and admit such a 
minister as he shall allow of in James-Citty parish...” (H. 
i, 242). 

(c) In 1644/5, the Assembly authorized a division of James 
City parish, “with the consent of Mr. Thomas Hampton, rector 
of James Cittie parish” (H. i, 298; ibid, 317). 

(d) In 1647, SOUTHWARK (J. C.) was formed: “Jt ts 
accordingly assented unto and enacted, provided they pay and 
satisfy vnto the minister of James City all customary tithes 

. and repairing of the church att Ja: Citty”. 

(e) In 1680, James City was one of the parishes listed by the 
Governor and reported to the Bishop of London (Colonial Rec- 
ords of Virginia, Senate Document (Extra), 1874, p. 103; Sains- 

bury, vol. 18, 66t). 

(f£) In 1698/9, “The petition of some of the Inhabitants in the 
lower parts of Wilmington Parrish desireing to be taken into 
James City Parish...” (Executive Journals of the Council of 
Virginia, vol. i, 409). 

(3) Charles City: unable to find any 17th century sources. 

(4) Elizabeth City: unable to find any 17th century sources, but 
Hening, iv, 240, carries the title of an act (1727) dissolving the 
vestry. 
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(5) Warwick River: unable to find any 17th century sources. 
(6) Warrosquoake: unable to find any 17th century sources, but 
Hening, iv, 355 (1732) and 443 (1734) made divisions of this 
parish. 
(7) Charles River: unable to find any 17th century sources. 
(8) Accawmack: unable to find any 17th century sources. 
In 1637, Warrosquyoake county was changed to Isle of Wight. 
(9) Isle of Wight (parish) : 

(a) In 1680, Isle of Wight was one of the parishes listed by 
the Governor and reported to the Bishop of London (Colonial 
Records of Virginia, Senate Document (Extra), 1874, p. 103; 
Sainsbury, vol. 18, 66t). 

In 1642/3, Accomack county was changed to Northampton; 
Warwick River county was changed to Warwick; Charles 
River county was changed to York. 


Northampton (parish) : 

(a) In 1680, Northampton was one of the parishes listed by 
the Governor and reported to the Bishop of London (Colonial 
Records of Virginia, Senate Document (Extra), 1874, p. 103; 
Sainsbury, vol. 18, 66t). 


Warwick River: unable to find any 17th century sources. 


York: 

(a) A marriage settlement by Ralph Wormley, “of the Par- 
ish and County of Yorke, in Virginia”, dated July 2, 1645, was 
recorded in Northampton county on July 13, 1645 (Records, 
1640-1645, 364) «. 


(b) The will of Richard Smith, “of the pish of Yorke in 
Virginia”, dated Mar. 24, 1644, was recorded in York on Mar. 
27, 1646 (Records, 1638-1648, 119)«. 

(c) A marriage settlement by John Chew, “of the Parrish 
County of York”, dated Mar. 24, 1654, and recorded in York 
on May 18, 1652 (Records, 1633-1695, 132)«. 

(d) The will of William Hawkins, “of the parrish and 
County of York”, dater Mar. 24, 1654, and recorded in York 
on June 25, 1655 (Records, 1633-1695, 215)*, bequeathes a silver 
flagon “to be & remain to and for the use of the Inhabitants 
of York Parrish in the Church belonging thereto”. 

(e) The assignment of Bryan Smith, who married Dorothy 
Tucker, “the only daughter and heir of Daniel Tucker late of 
York pish in the County of York”, dater July 19, 1670, was 
recorded in York on Jan. 11, 1670 (Records, 1664-1672, 311)t. 
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(f) York county was formed in 1642/43 (H. i, 249) by chang- 
ing the name of Charles River county. The List of 1680 prop- 
erly does not show Charles River parish, which had become ex- 
tinct (in the sense in which that word is here used) upon the 
formation of York parish; but it does list York parish, which 
evidently came into existence at the time York county was 
formed. 

(g) A bond conditioned of John Wayman, “of ye pish & 
County of York”, dated May 18, 1696, was recorded on Mar.(?) 
2, 1695/6 (York Records, 1694-97, 283)«. 


2—BRISTOL (Henr.) was formed from HENRICO (Henr.) in 
1642/3 “to beginn . . . at Powell’s Creek on the westward side of 
the [Appamattock] river, and so to extend up the river to the 
falls” (H. i, 251). At that time, HENRICO (Henr.) embraced 
the present counties of Henrico, Chesterfield, Powhatan, Cumber- 
land, Buckingham and a part of Appomattox, in addition to a 
large area on the north side of James river and to the west of 
the falls. 


In 1735, DALE (Henr.) was formed from that portion of HEN- 
RICO (Henr.) south of James river, “together with that part of 
Bristol parish which lies on the north side of Appamatox river, 
in the said county of Henrico” (H. iv, 443). Thus, BRISTOL 


(Henr.) became extinct in 1735, when it was used in the forma- 
tion of DALE (Henr.). 


3—Brdn., 169, says: 


“Varina Parish [is] the same as Henrico Parish. The name 
Varina Parish was frequently used during the period 1660 and 
1720 when the principal church in the parish was Varina Church. 
The list of parishes of 1680 gives the name of the parish as 
Varina, and the name appears in the deeds of that period. In 
[the] lists of 1702 and 1714 the name is given as ‘Varina als 
Henrico’. 

“In 1925 after a lapse of two hundred years the name Varina 
was again given to a new parish in that section of Henrico 
County in which the original Varina Church stood”. 


The “list of parishes” was an official list prepared by the Gov- 
ernor and sent to the Bishop of London. It will be noted that this 
parish was listed officially as early as 1680 and as late as 1714. 
These are the earliest and the latest dates, so far as has been as- 
certained ; and, while there was mention of the name both earlier and 
later, as pointed out, such mentions do not have the same tenable 
official status. Out of the confused statements of various sources, 
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it is believed that the limiting dates given (1680-1714) are the near- 
est approach to its official existence. 


4—KING WILLIAM (Henr.) was formed from HENRICO (Henr.) 
in 1700 (H. iii, 201). The major portion of it fell in Goochland, 
when that county was formed from Henrico county in 1728 (App., 
chap. ii). It became extinct in 1749, when that portion of it, 
which had: remained east of the Henrico-Goochland line resulting 
from the division of Henrico county in 1728 (see note 10) fell in 
Chesterfield county, which was formed from “all that Part of the 
said County of Henrico lying on the south side of James River” 
(App., chap. iv). 

5—ST. JAMES (Henr.) was formed from HENRICO (Henr.) in 
1720 (App., chap. i) ; and it became extinct in 1728, when that por- 
tion of Henrico county became a part of Goochland county (App., 
chap. ii). 

6—KING WILLIAM (Ghld.) was formed from KING WILLIAM 
(Henr.) in 1728 by the act which divided Henrico county and formed 
Goochland (App., chap. ii); and it became extinct in 1749, when 
Cumberland county was formed from “all that part of the said county 
of Goochland lying on the south side of James River” (App., 
chap. iii). 

7—ST. JAMES (Ghld.) was formed from ST. JAMES (Henr.) in 


1728 by the act which divided Henrico county and formed Gooch- 
land (App., chap. ii) ; and it became extinct in 1744, when its area 
was divided into ST. ANNE’S (Albr.), ST. JAMES, NORTHAM 
(Ghid.) and SOUTHAM (Ghld.) (H. v, 266). 


8—DALE (Henr.) was formed in 1735 from HENRICO (Henr.), 
“together with that part of Bristol parish which lies on the north 
side of Appomattox river, in the said county of Henrico” (H. iv, 
443) ; and it became extinct in 1749, when Chesterfield county was 
formed from “all that Part of the said County of Henrico lying 
on the south side of James River” (App., chap. iv), at which date 
there was formed DALE (Ches.), which “unit” is still extant. 


9—SOUTHAM (Ghld.) was formed from ST. JAMES (Ghld.) in 
1744 (H. v, 266); and it became extinct in 1749, when Cumberland 
county was formed from “all that part of the said County of 
Goochland lying on the south side of James River” (App., chap. 
iii). 

10—KING WILLIAM (Ches.) was formed from KING WILLIAM 
(Henr.) in 1749, when Chesterfield county was formed from “all 
that Part of the said County of Henrico lying on the south side 
of James River” (App., chap. iv). It has been impossible to ascer- 
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tain definitely whether it is dormant or became extinct in 1850, 
when “so much of the southwestern corner of the county of Ches- 
terfield as lies next to and adjoining the county of Powhatan and 
west of Skinquarter creek . . . ” was annexed to Powhatan county 
(A., 1849-50, 26), as set forth below: 

King William Parish,* formed in Henrico county in 1700 (H. 
iii, 201), or a portion of it, was in the following counties for the 
periods indicated: Henrico (1700-1749); Goochland (1728-1749) ; 
Cumberland (1749-1777) ; Powhatan (1777-1934). 

There has never been an annexation to Chesterfield county of a 
portion of Goochland, Cumberland or Powhatan; and, therefore, 
no part of King William parish could have gotten into Chesterfield 
from one of these counties; nor is there evidence of a parish of 
this name in Chesterfield, other than as a portion of the parish 
formed in 1700. 

On the other hand, Chesterfield was formed in 1749 from “all 
that Part of the said County of Henrico lying on the south side of 
James River” (App., chap. iv), and this, as we see, is the only way 
by which any portion of King William parish could have gotten into 
Chesterfield county. Therefore, if any portion of King William 
parish fell into Chesterfield, when that county was formed from 
Henrico in 1749, such portion must have remained to the east of 
the Henrico-Goochland line resulting from the division of Henrico 
county in 1728 (App., chap. ii) and, furthermore, that portion must 
have been “on the south side of James River”. 

The evidence submitted below, wholly from primary sources, 
shows} (A) that a portion of King William parish did remain to 
the east of the Henrico-Goochland line resulting from the division 
of Henrico county in 1728 and, also, that such portion was “on 





* Formed “for the encouragement of the said refugees [French prot- 
estants] to settle and remaine together as near as may be to the said 
Manakin towne”. 

+ Conclusions (A), (C) and (D), and the whole structure of this 
note (10), are predicated upon the assumption that the “King William 
parish” referred to is in each instance the actual parish (or a portion 
thereof), and not a “revenue district” of the same name. As an evi- 
dence of the confusion resulting from similar interpretations, the fol- 
lowing citations from the Henrico O. B., 1737-1746., record orders of 
that court for the collection of tithes in “Bristol parish”, in spite of 
the fact that Bristol parish had become extinct in Henrico county in 
1735 (H. iv, 443),—p. 45 (1738) ; 106 (1740) ; 141 (1741) ; 185 (1742) ; 
224 (1743) ; 260 (1744). 

However, even though these references were to an actual “revenue 
district ” at the dates indicated, that fact would seem to indicate that 
the ecclesiastical entity of that name had formerly embraced the area 
of Henrico and Chesterfield counties referred to. 
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the south side of James River’; (B) that such portion fell into 
Chesterfield, when that county was formed in 1749; (C) that a por- 
tion of King William parish in Chesterfield county was expressly 
designated and judicially recognized as such, and (D) that it is 
impossible, without a prolonged investigation, to ascertain whether 
KING WILLIAM (Ches.) became extinct in 1850, when a portion 
of the southwestern corner of Chesterfield was annexed to Pow- 
hatan county (A., 1849-50, 26) ; and that, if such was not the case, 
KING WILLIAM (Ches.) is now dormant. 


(A)—(i) The Henrico-Goochland line resulting from the division 

of Henrico county became effective May 1, 1728; and 
so far as the area under consideration is concerned, it is 
defined as “a Line . . . on the South side James River 
begining at the Lower Manachin Creek* from thence 
along a line of marked Trees in a direct course to the 
mouth of Skinquarter Creek on Appamattox River...” 
(App., chap. ii). 
The deed of Stephen Monford, of St. James parish, 
Goochland county, dated May 30, 1728, and recorded in 
Henrico on June 3, 1728 (Deeds, Wills, 1725-1737, 183)+, 
conveys to Bartholeme Dupuy, “of the said County and 
parrish of King William”, 260 acres, “lying in the par- 
rish of King William . . . it being part of the Kings 
Donation to the french Refuge”. 

This deed was recorded just one month after the formation of 
Goochland county and the fact that the deed for this land, “lying 
in the parrish of King William”, was recorded in Henrico is evi- 
dence that there remained in Henrico a portion of King William 
parish. 

(iii) The deed of John Peter Peru, “of the parish of King 
William in the County of Henrico”, dated Feb. 14, 1732, 
and recorded in Henrico on the first Monday in April, 
1733 (Deeds, Wills, 1725-1737, 386)*, conveys to Jacob 
Trabue, “of the parish aforesaid” 133 acres “Scituate 
Lying and being in the County of Henrico”. 


The deed of Peter Sallé, of Goochland county, dated 
June 29, 1734, and recorded in Henrico on the first Mon- 
day in July, 1734 (Deeds, Wills, 1725-1737, 444)¥, con- 
veys to James Martin the Infant son of James Martin 
“of the parish of King William in the County of Hen- 





*It is at present (1934) known as Bernard’s creek, and divides Ches- 
terfield and Powhatan at the northern end of the line. 
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rico”, 133 acres “lying and being in Henrico County 
on the Southside James River . . . it being part of the 
first} five thousand acres of Land Surveyed for the 
French Refugees and was granted unto Capt. Abraham 
Sallé by pattent bearing Date the twenty Third Day of 
march in the year of our Lord one thousand Seven hun- 
dred and fifteen [Patents, 10, 253]! and was by the said 
Capt. Abraham Sallé devised unto the said Peter Sallé 
. as by the last Will and Testament of the said Capt. 
Abraham Sallé recorded in the office of Henrico County 
[Deeds, Wills, 1725-1737, 292]* may more fully appear”.t 
The deed of William Hatchet “and Margaret Anne his 
wife, late Widdow of Thomas Neal, deceased and the only 
Surviving Daughter of Abraham Remmy late of the par- 
ish of King William in the County of Henrico Deceased”, 
dated Dec. 1, 1734, and recorded in Henrico Dec. 2, 1734 
(Deeds, Wills, 1725-1737, 456)¥, conveys to Jacob Trabue 
“of the said parish and County”, 85 acres “granted to 
Abraham Remmy, the Father of the said Margaret Anne 
as by pattent Bearing date ye Twenty-Third Day of 
March, one Thousand Seven hundred and fifteen [Pat- 
ents 10, 284, 286]! Scituate lying and being on the South 
Side of James River in Henrico County ... it being part 
of the first* five Thousand Acres Survey’d for the French 
Refugees ... ” 
The will of James Martin, “the Late of Henrico County 
of King William parish”, dated Mar. 15, 1735/6, and 
recorded in Henrico May 3, 1736 (Deeds, Wills, 1725- 
1737, 541)*, bequeathes to his son, John, “the Plantation 
Lyon the North Side James River”, and to his sons, Wil- 
liam and Matthew, “the plantation where I now live to 
be equally divided . . . William Martin to have the lower 
part of the Land Joyning Mathew Hopson and the 
Widow Duprees”’. 





+ A—(xii), below, refers to the “last five Thousand Acres...”. It 
has been impossible to ascertain how many of these surveys were set 
apart. At least, there were two. 

t The title to this tract may have been impaired by the fact that there 
was no bequest of any kind to Peter Sallé in the will of Abraham Sallé, 
“at present in King William Parish in the County of Henrico”, dated 
Feb. 3, 1731/0, and recorded in Henrico on the first Monday in March, 
1730; nor does there appear to have been a conveyance of this tract to 
Peter Sallé. However, the description of the land here conveyed and 
the identification of it as a part of the grant cited serves the purpose 
of the present argument. 

* See note under (iv) above. 
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The last description shows the proximity of “the plantation where 
I now live” to the Huguenot area and confirms the description of 
himself as “the Late of Henrico County of King William parish”, 
while James Martin (senior?) in (iv), above, is described as “of 
the parish of King William in the County of Henrico”. 
(vii) The deed of ffrances Souille, “of the parish of King 
William and County of Goochland”, dated May 2, 1737, 
and recorded in Henrico on the first Monday in May 1737 
(Deeds, Wills, 1725-1737, 614) conveys to Edward Bry- 
ars, “of the said parish and County of Henrico”, 133 
acres “Scituate lying and being in the parish of King 
William and County of Henrico on the South Side of 
James River and bounded as by pattent granted to ffran- 
ces Lorange, dated the twentieth day of ffebruary MD- 
CCXIX [Patents, 10, 458]: (from whom the said ffran- 
ces Souille doth inherit the Land)”. 
The Henrico county record (O. B., 1737-1746, 1) shows 
that the October court, 1737, “ordered that the Church- 
Wardens of King William parish do bind out John 
Mumford an Orphan Boy according to Law”. 
The Henrico county record (O. B., 1737-1746, 254)+ 
shows that the April court, 1744, “ordered that the 
Church-Wardens of King William parish do bind out 
Frances Adie an orphant Girl according to Law”. 
The Henrico county record (O. B., 1737-1746, 328)* 


shows that the September court, 1745, “ordered that the 
Church-Wardens of King William Parish do bind out 
Archer & Betty Mulattoes; Orphans according to Law”. 
The will of John Fore, “of King William Parish and 
County of Henrico”, dated Nov. 16, 1747, and recorded 
in Henrico the first Monuday in July, 1748 (Deeds, etc., 
1748-1750, 5)*, bequeathes to— 
Mary (his wife), “the use of the Plantation I now 
live on during her Wodowhood” ; 
Elizabeth (a daughter), £40/—/—, a bed, a cow and 
a calf; 

Mary (a daughter), a Negro, a bed, a cow and a calf; 
John ( a son), “all my Lands I am posest of and the 
Land I agreed with Capt. John Nash for . 
The deed of John Nash, “of the Parish of Rawleigh and 
the County of Amelia”, dated Sep. 1, 1748, and recorded 
in Henrico the first Monday in January, 1748 (Deeds, 
etc., 1748-1750, 62-63), conveys to John Morricett “of 
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the County of Henrico”, 296 acres “Scituate lying and 
Being in the County of Henrico and on the Southside 
of James River ... it being part of the last* five Thous- 
and Acres of Land Surveyed for the French Refugees 
and Granted to Daniel Fore, Dec’d. the Elder by Pattent 
bearing Date the twenty third day of March one thous- 
and Seven hundred and fifteen [Patents 10, 285]! and 
purchased by the said John Nash of Daniel Fore the 
younger as [by] a Deed Recorded in the County Court 
of Henrico [Deeds, Wills, 1725-1737, 499]v/Recourse 
thereto being Had/may appear”. 


Conclusion (A): the conclusion that “a portion of King William 
parish did remain to the east of the Henrico-Goochland line result- 
ing from the division of Henrico county in 1728 and that such 
portion was ‘on the south side of James river’” is based upon the 
fact that of the eleven documents, of which abstracts appear above— 

All were recorded in Henrico, after the division of that county 
and the formation of Goochland county ; 


6 (iii, iv, v, vi, vii, xi) describe a portion of King William 
parish as being in Henrico county; and 4 (ii, iv, v, xii) record 
in Henrico conveyances of portions of Refugee (King William 
parish) grants; 


3 (viii, ix, x) support the interpretation that a portion of King 
William parish remained to the east of the Henrico-Goochland 
line by orders of the Henrico court to the churchwardens of the 
parish, which was necessarily to some extent within the juris- 
diction of that court; 


4 (iv, v, vii, xii) describe the land conveyed as being on the 
south side of James river; and these same 4 also cite titles orig- 
inating in grants of Refugee (King William parish) lands, while 
the metes and bounds recorded in the patents cited describe the re- 
spective tracts as being on the south side of James river. 


(B) Chesterfield county was formed in 1749 from “all that 
Part of the said County of Henrico lying on the south 
side of James River (App., chap. iv); and, inasmuch as 
no portion of King William parish was ever on the north 
side of James river, therefore no portion of it remained 
in Henrico county after the division of 1749, with the re- 
sult that KING WILLIAM (Henr.) became extinct in 
that year and KING WILLIAM (Ches.) was formed. 





* See note under (iv), above. 
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(C)—(i) The Chesterfield county record (O. B., 1749-1754, 140)» 
shows that the September court, 1751, “Ordered that the 
Church-Wardens of King William Parish do bind out 
Solomon and Joshua Burney, sons of Anthony Burney, 
according to Law”. 

The Chesterfield county record (O. B., 1749-1754, 308)», 
shows that the February court, 1753, “Ordered that the 
Church-Wardens of King William Parish do bind out 
Lawrence Bryers, according to Law”. 
The deed of John Whitehead and Mary his wife, “who 
is the Daughter & Heir of John Dupree”, dated May 3, 
1755, and recorded in Chesterfield on a date not given 
(D. B., 2, 283)», conveys to Richard Harris two hundred 
acres “lying at the lower end of the Manakin Town in 
Chesterfield County”. 
The will of Mary Fore, “of Chesterfield County of King 
W Parish”, dated June 18, 1771, and recorded in Ches- 
terfield on a date not given (W. B., 2, 96)», bequeathes to 
John (son), “ ... & all stock consisting of Horses, 
Cattle, Hogs & Sheep”, but if there be no heirs, 
“to return to his sisters, Mary Scruggs & Elizabeth 
Cox to be equally divided... ”; 
Elizabeth Cox (dau.), “six pounds current money of 
Virginia” ; 
Mary Scruggs (dau.), “Twenty shillings sterling”. 
Reference to A—(.xi), above, shows that the will of John Fore 
(1747), “of King William Parish and County of Henrico”, be- 
queathes to— 
Mary (wife), “the use of the Plantation I now live on during 
her wodowhood” ; 


John (son), “all the Lands I am now posest of ... ”; and 
also makes specific bequests to his daughters, Mary and Elizabeth. 


” 


As was natural, the widow left all the stock to her son, John, 
who became the sole owner of the plantation upon her death. Eliz- 
abeth (dau.) had in 1766 married John Cox (Douglas Register, 62), 
but it has been impossible to find a record of the marriage of Mary 
(dau.), here denominated “Mary Scruggs”. Nevertheless, it is seen 
that the three other parties, identified with “King William Parish 
and County of Henrico” in 1747, are here identified with that par- 
ish in Chesterfield county after the division of 1749. 


(v) A petition (No. 1 of this date)+, presented to the General 
Assembly on Nov. 12, 1789, with 29 signatures, “Sun- 
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dry of the Inhabitants of King William Parish, in the 
countys of Powhatan and Chesterfield”, prays the As- 
sembly “To Convert the said Glebe Lands (with the 
Rents on hand or due thereon) to the use of the said 
OARIEN x64" 


Of the 29 petitioners, the following were assessed 
for personal taxesy for the year 1789*, as indicated— 


Powhatan 
Unable to find on books 


A petition (No, 2 of this date)v, presented to the Gen- 
eral Assembly on Nov. 12, 1789, with 21 signatures, “The 
Subscribers who are freeholders in the parish of King 
William in the counties of Powhatan and Chesterfield”, 
prays “that the Legislature may not interfere in the dis- 
posal of the property in King William Parish and that 
so it may remain as heretofore applied According to the 
pious intention of the Original Donor.t 


Of the 21 petitioners, the followineg were assessed 
for personal taxesy for the year 1789*, as indicated— 
Powhatan 
Unable to find on books 
Illegible 


A petitiony, presented to the General Assembly on Nov. 
24, 1795, with 50 signatures, “a number of parishioners 
of King William parish, in the counties of Powhatan 
and Chesterfield”, prays “that you pass an act, author- 
ising your petitioners to sell the said Glebe; and apply 
the money arising from the sale thereof to the poor 
rates and county levies . ap 





+ The petition states that “Some years ago, our Church was destroy’d 
by fire and our parish being poor and very small we were not able to 
build another; and we therefore rented the Glebe and we trust that we 
may soon have it in our power from the profits thereof to build another 
House of Worship and to pay some small stipend to a pious Minister”. 
(See viii, below, for approximate date of fire). 


* Ches. books, 1789, unavailable. 
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Of the 50 petitioners, the following were assessed 
for personal taxesy for the year 1795, in the counties 
respectively indicated— 

Chesterfield 


Unable to find on books of either 
county 
Assessed in both counties 


(viii) A petitiony, presented to the General Assembly on Dec. 
16, 1813, with 26 signatures, “Freeholders, householders 
and inhabitants of the Parish of King William, lying 
on James River, partly in the County of Chesterfield, and 
partly in the County of Powhatan”, states “That a great 
majority of your petitioners are descendants from the 
French Refugees, or Huguenots, of the Episcopal Church 
. . . That a Church was erected on the said Glebe... . 
[that] about the time of the revolutionary war, the said 
Church was destroyed by fire” and prays the Assembly to 
enact a Law, appointing Commissioners to make a public 
sale of the said Glebe . . . with full power to straighten 
and permanently improve the main-road or highway 
through the said parish of King William”. 

Of the 26 petitioners, the following were assessed 
for personal taxesy for the year 1813, in the counties 
respectively indicated— 

Chesterfield 


Unable to find on books of either 
county 
Assessed in both counties 





(ix) A petition, presented to the General Assembly on Nov. 
2, 1814, with 24 signatures, “sundry persons freeholders 
and inhabitants of King William Parish in the Counties 





¢t Thompson Noel, Wm. Cheatham (assessed in both counties), Wm. 
Brookes, John Smith, John Fore, Wm. Trabue, James Sewards(?), 
Danl. Trabue, Danl. Morrisett. 

*Wm. Trabue, David Street, Mattw. Burfoot, Daniel Trabue, Allen 
McRae (not listed, 1813; listed Ches., 1812, 1815), John Lookadoe, Wil- 
liam Martin, Jordan Martin, Harry Heath (assessed in both counties), 
Wm. Archer (assessed in both counties), Branch Archer (not listed 
1813; listed Ches., 1812, 1814). 
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of Powhatan and Chesterfield . . . some of your pe- 
titioners who own a part of the land granted to the 
French Emigrants”, prays for “a total repeal” of the act 
of the last session authorising the sale of the glebe of 
King William parish. 
Of the 24 petitioners, the following were assessed 
for personal taxesy for the year 1814, in the counties 
respectively indicated— 


ON a calecviieendanes 77 
Ce ee ree an ee 16 

Unable to find on books of either 
CN ee acidiiee 1 
24 


Conclusion (C): the conclusion that “a portion of King William 
parish in Chesterfield county was expressly described and judicially 
recognized as such” is based up on the fact that of the nine docu- 
ments, of which abstracts appear above— 

All emanated from Chesterfield, or Chesterfield - Powhatan, 
sources. 

2 (i, ii) are orders of the Chesterfield court to the church- 
wardens of King William parish, which was necessarily to 
some extent within the jurisdiction of that court; 

1 (iii) describes the property conveyed as “lying at the lower 
end of the Manakin Town [King William parish] in Chester- 
field County” ; 

1 (iv) shows that the Fore family, identified with KING 
WILLIAM (Ches.), immediately before the division of 1749, 
was “of Chesterfield County of King W™ Parish” after that 
division. 

5 (v, vi, vii, viii, ix) are from petitioners on the ground, who 
describe that parish as being in both Chesterfield and Pow- 
hatan counties ; 

2 (viii, ix) connect the petitioners with the French Refugees. 

1 (viii) describes King William parish as being “partly in 
the County of Chesterfield, partly in the County of Pow- 
hatan”. 

(D)—(i) Powhatan county was formed from Cumberland county 
in 1777, the new county to consist of “the whole parish 
of Southam and part of the parish of King William (H. 
ix, 222). 





+ John Royster, Patrick H. Harris, Isaac Sallé, Robert Harris, Sam- 
uel Wooddy, Robt. Sanders, Philip Turpin. 
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Upon comparing 'C—(viii), above, and D—(ii), below, with the 
language here quoted, it is evident that “and part of the parish of 
King William” does not refer to a portion of the parish in Cum- 
berland county, but that it does mean “part” (all) of King William 
parish in Cumberland county, in contradistinction to the remainder 
of the parish, which was at that date in Chesterfield county. 

(ii) “An Act* authorising the sale of the Glebe of King Wil- 
liam Parish in the Counties of Chesterfield and Powha- 
tan, and for other purposes therein mentioned” (A., 1813 
/4, 113), says (p. 113) “the glebe belonging to King 
William parish, lying partly in the county of Chester- 
field, and partly in the county of Powhatan”; and di- 
rects (p. 115) that the security required be “payable to 
the sitting justices of the court, either of Chesterfield or 
Powhatan county”. However, this statute was repealed 
by the following session (A., 1814/5, 131) as a result of 
C—ix, above. 


Inasmuch as there has been no division of Chesterfield county, other 
than that of 1850, this is the only way by which KING WILLIAM 
(Ches.) could have fallen wholly, or in part, in another civil juris- 
diction. 


No attempt has been made to ascertaiin whether all Chesterfield tracts 
(of 1849), which derived title from Refugee grants, disappeared from 
the Chesterfield land books (and appeared on the Powhatan land books), 
after the annexation to Powhatan county in 1850 of that portion of 
Chesterfield lying to the west of Skinquarter creek (A., 1849/50, 26). 
If this hypothesis could be maintained, it would establish the fact that 
KING WILLIAM (Ches.) became extinct in 1850 and that since 1850 
King William parish has been wholly in Powhatan county. If the 
facts be otherwise, KING WILLIAM (Ches.) has been dormant cer- 
tainl since 1850, and probably for some years prior to that date. 

Conclusion (D): it is impossible, without a prolonged investigation, 
to ascertain whether KING WILLIAM (Ches.) became extinct in 1850, 
when a portion of the southwestern corner of Chesterfield was annexed 
to Powhatan county (A., 1849/50, 26); and, if such was not the case, 
KING WILLIAM (Ches.) is now dormant, while the limiting dates 
shown on the chart (1749-18??) are the nearest approach to its actual 
existence. 


11—KING WILLIAM (Cumb.) was formed from KING WILLIAM 
(Ghld.) in 1749, when Cumberland county was formed from “all 
that part of the said County of Goochland lying on the south side 
of James River” (App., chap. iii); and it became extinct in 1777, 








* This enactment resulted from C—vi1ti, above. 
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when Powhatan county was formed from that portion of Cumber- 
land “including the whole parish of Southam and part of the parish 
of King William* (H. ix, 322-323), and there was then formed 
KING WILLIAM (Pwtn.), which “unit” is still extant. 


12—SOUTHAM (Cumb.) was formed: from SOUTHAM (Ghld.) in 


1749, when Cumberland county was formed from “all that part of 
the said county of Goochland lying on the south side of James 
River” (App., chap. iii); and it became extinct in 1777, when 
Powhatan county was formed from that portion of Cumberland 
“including the whole parish of Southam and part of the parish of 
King William’+ (H. ix, 322-323), and there was then formed 
SOUTHAM (Pwtn.), which “unit” is still extant. 


13—TILLOTSON (Albr.) was formed from ST. ANNE’S (Albr.) in 


1757 (H. vii, 141) ; and it became extinct in 1761, when that portion 
of Albemarle became Buckingham county and there was then formed 
TILLOTSON (Bkhm.), which “unit” is still extant (H. vii, 419). 


14— 


(i) AMHERST (Ambhr.) was formed from ST. ANNE’S 
(Albr.) in 1761 (H. vii, 421); and it became extinct in 1808, when 
Nelson county was formed from Amherst county (S. iii, 378). In 
1779, it was divided and LEXINGTON (Amhr.) was formed from 
the upper (or western) portion, while the remaining (lower or 
eastern) portion retained the name, AMHERST (Amhr.) (H. 


ix, 567). 

(ii) In 1808, Nelson county was formed from Amherst county 
(S. iii, 378). This was twenty-three years after the Separation of 
Church and State, at a time when the Acts forming counties made 
no provision for the formation of parishes by the same act, or 
otherwise,ft because that function was then within the jurisdiction 
of the Diocese of Virginia. 


(iii) H. ix, 567, forming LEXINGTON (Anihr.) says “... 
on the lower side of the said line shall . . . retain the name of 
Amherst [parish] and... on the upper side of the said line shall 
. . . be called and known by the name of Lexington [parish]. On 
the other hand, S. iii, 378, dividing Amherst county and forming 
Nelson county, says, “the county of Amherst .. . is hereby divided 
by the parish line, the upper county [Lexington parish] to retain 
the name of Amherst”. ‘Therefore, the “lower county” (Amherst 





* The repeal of 1814/15 resulted from C—ix, above. 
+ See note 10, D—(i). 


t For an exception, see the formation of HARDY (Hardy) by the 
General Assembly in 1790 (H. xiii, 190), five years after the Separation. 
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parish in Amherst county) became Amherst parish in Nelson county, 
an interpretation which is sustained by Meade, ii, 59; and, as a re- 
sult of this enactment of 1808, AMHERST (Ambhr.) of 1761 be- 


came extinct. 


(iv) In spite of the mention of Nelson parish in Nelson county 
as early as 1830 in Hawks, Appendix, 248,t and almost continuously 
in the Journal (parochial reports) of the Diocese of Virginia, 
1836-1892; of Southern Virginia, 1893-1919; and of Southwestern 
Virginia, 1919-34; it has been impossible to find any action, either 
legislative or canonical, forming a Nelson parish in Nelson county, 
or elsewhere. Hence, it is concluded that it was generally (but 
erroneously) supposed that the then-recent custom continued and 
that in 1808 there was formed a “county and parish” of Nelson; 
and, as a result, it has become accepted and fixed by custom that 
such was the case. 

(v) Inasmuch as AMHERST (Amhr.) of 1761 became extinct 
in 1808, it was but natural that the name should be revived in Am- 
herst county—and the more so that it should have been given to a 
portion of the original area of 1761—which was done when the pres- 
ent AMHERST (Amhr.) was formed from LEXINGTON 
(Amhr.) in 1876 (Va., 1876, 76). 


15—FLUVANNA (Fluv.) was formed from ST. ANNE’S (Albr.) 
and FREDERICKSVILLE (Albr.) in 1777 (H. ix, 326); and it 
became extinct in 1849, when the area of Fluvanna county was 
named Rivanna parish, thereby resulting in RIVANNA (Fluv.). 
Brdn., 114, says, 


“Fluvanna Parish . . . covered the whole county of Fluvanna. 


This parish was possibly never organized. 
“In 1849 Rivanna Parish was established including the whole 
of Fluvanna county .. . (The Committee on New Parishes of 
1849 thought erroneously that Fluvanna county was in St. James- 
Northam Parish”). 
16—GENITO (Pwtn.) was formed from SOUTHAM (Pwtn.) in 
1843 (Va., 1843, 21), as set forth below: 


Va., 1843, 7, says “Rev. Mr. Berkeley presented an application 
from the wardens and vestry of Grace church, Genito parish, 
Powhatan, for a division of St. James’ parish and for the admis- 
sion of the former into this Diocese,—Referred”. (Was this in 
substance an assumption of the name, “Genito”, and a request 
that the Convention confirm it?) 





t Also mentioned ibid., 259 (1831); 273 (1832); 289 (1833); 309 
(1834) ; 328 (1835) 
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Ibid., 21 shows that the Committee on admission of new par- 
ishes approved the application of “Grace church, Genito parish, 
Powhatan”; but the report does not give the name of the parish 
which resulted from the division. 

Ibid., 1 and 46, show that Rev. Parke F. Berkeley was the rec- 
tor of “Grace Church, St. James’ parish, Powhatan”—he evidently 
having been the “Mr. Berkeley”, who presented the petition. Fur- 
ther this report (p. 46) says— 

“Grace church in St. James’ parish has been completed and 
consecrated since the last report from that parish. The cost 
(1,450 dollars) has been paid or secured, with the exception of 
a sum less than 100 dollars”. 

Thus, it is seen that the petition was from “Grace church, Genito 
parish, Powhatan” (p. 7), while the report (p. 46) describes it as 
“Grace church in St. James’ parish” (Powhatan county); but, in 
no other place, at that time or prior, has there been found a Genito 
parish. On the other hand, immediately after this action of 1843, 
GENITO (Pwtn.) appears in the Journal of 1844 (p. 53-53), with 
Mr. Berkeley as rector and this parish has, with the exception of a 
few years, continued to report practically without interruption 
until 1912. 

However, there has never been either legislatively (H. v, 266) 
or canonically a “St. James’ Parish”, or a “St. James, Southam 
Parish”, in Powhatan County; and this, in spite of the fact that 
the former appears in the Journal of 1842 (p. 45), 1843 (p. 7) and 
1873 (p. 183), while the latter appeared in that of 1842 (pp. 37, 
39) and continued so to do practically without interruption until 
1912. The legal name of this parish is Southam and it was formed 
in 1744 as a result of the division of ST. JAMES (Ghld.) (H. 
v, 266). 

It is, therefore, concluded that “Grace church, Genito parish, 
Powhatan” was (in 1843) an erroneous description upon the part 
of the petitioning body and, also, that GENITO (Pwtn.) was in 
that year formed from SOUTHAM (Pwtn.) (Va., 1843, 21). 


17—Appomattox county was formed from Buckingham, Prince Ed- 


ward, Charlotte and Campbell counties in 1845 (A., 1844/5, 38). 
At that time Buckingham county was wholly within Tillotson parish, 
with the result that a portion of TILLOTSON (Bkhm.) became 
TILLOTSON (Appo.). It has been impossible to ascertain whether 
this “unit” of 1845 is dormant or has become extinct. 


18—POWHATAN (Pwtn.) was formed from SOUTHAM (Pwtn.) in 


1853 (Va., 1853, 25), as set forth below: 
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Va., 1853, 22, says “Rev. Mr. Fisher [presented] a petition for 
the division of St. James’s Parish, Southam, Powhatan County”. 


Ibid., 25, shows that the Committee on New Parishes approved 
the application “for a division of St. James’s Parish, Southam, 
Powhatan County”, but the report does not give the name of the 
parish which resulted from this division. 


Ibid., 57, shows that the Rev. Andrew Fisher was at that time the 
rector of “St. Luke’s and Emmanuel’s Churches, St. James South- 
am Parish”, Powhatan county. 


Va., 1854, 82-83, shows that the Rev. Andrew Fisher was in that 
year the rector of St. Luke’s Church, Powhatan parish, Powhatan 
county, and also, of Emmanuel Church, St. James, Southam parish, 
Powhatan county. Thus, it is seen that immediately after the action 
upon the petition of 1853, POWHATAN (Pwtn.) appeared with 
Mr. Fisher as rector of (the present) St. Luke’s Church (p. 82) 
and, at the same place (p. 83), the other church (the present Em- 
manuel) of the mother-parish appears in “St. James, Southam 
Parish”, Powhatan county, also under the rectorship of Mr. Fisher. 


However, there has never been either legislatively (H. v, 266) or 
canonically a “St. James Parish”, or a “St. James, Southam Par- 
ish”, in Powhatan county; and this, in spite of the fact that the 
former appears in the Journal of 1842 (p. 45), 1843 (p. 7) and 1873 
(p. 183), while the latter appeared in that of 1842 (pp. 37, 39) and 
continued so to do practically without interruption until 1912. The 
legal name of this parish is Southam and it was formed in 1744 
as a result of the division of ST. JAMES (Ghld.) (H. v, 266). 

It is, therefore, concluded that “St. James’s Parish, Southam, 
Powhatan County” was (in 1853) an erroneous description upon the 
part of the petitioning body and, also, that POWHATAN (Pwtn.) 
was in that year formed from SOUTHAM (Pwtn.) (Va., 1853, 
25). 


19—McILHANY (Albr.) was formed from ST. ANNE’S (Albr.) in 
1925 (Va., 1925, 64); and the same source (p. 61) says— 


“Mclihany Parish was set apart as a parish, but there being 
at present no canonical organization of the Church within the 
parish bounds, it was not admitted into union with the Council”; 
nor had it been admitted in July, 1934. 


20—NEVE (Albr.) was formed from FREDERICKSVILLE (Albr.) 
in 1933 (Va., 1933, 39), when Neve parish, then wholly within 
Greene county, was enlarged by including within its area a portion 
of Albemarle county. 











VIRGINIA HISTORICAL MAGAZINE 


APPENDIX 


Texts of Acts of the General Assembly of Virginia (Concern- 
ing Parishes) Which Do Not Appear in Hening’s 
Statutes at Large 


Thanks to the courtesy and co-operation of Mr. Wilmer 
L. Hall, State Librarian of Virginia, the Virginia Historical 
Society has the privilege of printing the Acts of Assembly 
designated below as (ii), (iii) and (iv). These texts do not 
appear in Hening’s Statutes at Large, nor have they been 
printed elsewhere than in the Bulletin cited, so far as can be 
ascertained. They are here copied from Virginia Counties 
(Bulletin of the Virginia State Library, vol. 9, Nos. 1-3, Jan- 
uary-July, 1916), for which publication copies were secured 
from the Public Record Office in London. 


Also, there were secured from the P. R. O. for this article 
the texts designated as (i) and (v), which do not appear in 
Hening, and it is believed that they have not been printed 
elsewhere. 


(i) An Act for dividing the Parish of Henrico, in the County 
of Henrico, passed December 6, 1720 (title only in H. iv, 95). 


(ii) An Act for dividing the County of Henrico, passed March 
6, 1727 (title only in H. iv, 240). 


(iti) An Act for dividing the county of Goochland, passed 
March 23, 1748 (title only in H. vi, 212). 


(iv) An Act for dividing the county of Henrico into two dis- 
tinct counties, passed May 1, 1749 (title only in H. vi, 214). 


(v)An Act for obliging the county of Goochland, and parishes 
of St. James Northam and Southam, to repay the county of Albe- 
marle, and parish of St. Anne, a sum of money and tobacco there- 
in mentioned, passed May 9, 1749 (title only in H. vi, 214). 

The notes appended to these Acts (chaps. i to v) carry the 
references current in the Public Record Office at the respec- 
tive dates of publication. 
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HENRICO PARISH 


CHAP. I. 


AN ACT for dividing the parish of Henrico in the County of Hen- 
rico.* 


[Passed December 6, 1720.] 


WHEREAS many Inconveniences attend the Upper Inhabitants of 
the parish of Henrico in the County of Henrico by reason of their 
great distance from any Church or Chapel in the said parish 


BE it therefore ENACTED by the Lieut Govr Council and Bur- 
gesses of this present General Assembly And it is hereby ENACTED 
by the Authority of the Same That from and after the passing this 
Act the said Parish of Henrico be divided into Two distinct Par- 
ishes and that the division of the said Parishes on the North side 
of James River be from the Mouth of the Little Westham Creek 
and up that Creek to the main road and from thence a North Course 
to New Kent County, And that the division of the said Parishes on 
the South Side James River be from the River along the Upper 
line of the Land appropriated for the French Refugees & from that 
Line a South Course to Apamatock River. 


AND BE it further ENACTED That the Lower part of the said 
Parish on both Sides James River shall remain and hereafter be 
called and known by the Name of Henrico parish And that the Upper 
part of the said Parish shall hereafter be called and knowne by the 
Name of the Parish of Saint James. 


AND WHEREAS it will be necessary after the division of the 
Said Parish that a Vestry be Elected for the Parish of St. James. 


BE it therefore ENACTED that the Freeholders and housekeepers 
of the said Parish do meet at Dover Mill on the Second Tuesday in 
January next and then and there Elect Twelve of the most able and 
discreet persons of their Parish to be Vestry men for their said 
Parish we» Vestry so to be elected having taken the Oaths appointed 
by Law and Subscribed to be conformable to the doctrine and dis- 
cipline of the Church of England shall to all intents and purposes 
be deemed and taken to be Vestrymen of the said Parish. 


AND WHEREAS the Titheable Persons in the Bounds of the said 
Parish of St James for Three years passed have paid Several Sumes 
of Tobacco towards defraying the Charge of building Two New 
Churches in the Parish of Henrico. 


BE it therefore ENACTED That the Vestry of the said parish of 
Henrico at laying their Parish Levy in the Years of Our Lord One 
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Thousand Seven Hundred and Twenty One and Twenty Two do levy 
for the use of the said Parish of St James Such Sumes of Tobacco 
as have been paid by the said Titheable persons within the Three 
years aforesaid towards building the said Two Churches. 


Ex. J. Randolph, C. H. B. 
[Endorsed :] 


Virginia Septimo Georgii, 1720. 
An Act for dividing the Parish of Henrico in the County of Henrico. 
Rect wt» Col! Spotswood’s Lre of 6t® March 1720/1. 
Reca 8th May 1721. 
Sent to Mr West 30 Nov: 1723. 
Receé back 16 Janry 1723/4. 
Read. 
Reported. 
CHAP, II. 


An Act For dividing the County of Henrico.* 
[Passed March 6, 1727.] 


WHEREAS many Inconveniences attend the upper Inhabitants of 
the County of Henrico by reason of their Great distance from the 
Court-house and other places usually appointed for Public Meetings 


BE IT THEREFORE ENACTED by the Lieutenant Governor 
Council and Burgesses of this present General Assembly And it is 
hereby Enacted by the Authority of the same That from and im- 
mediately after the First day of May next the said County of Hen- 
rico be divided into two distinct Counties—And that the Division be 
made by a Line on the North side James River beginning at the 
mouth of Tuckahoe Creek thence up the said Creek to Chumley’s 
Branch thence along a line of marked Trees North Twenty degrees 
East to Hanover County And on the South side James River begining 
at the Lower Manachin Creek from thence along a line of marked 
Trees in a direct course to the mouth of Skinquarter Creek on Appa- 
matox River And that that part of the County lying below the said 
line shall for ever hereafter be called & known by the name of Hen- 
rico County And that that part of the County lying above the said 
line shall be called & known by by the name of Goochland County 
And that all that part of the Parish of Henrico lying above the said 
line shall be included in and be part of the Parish of Saint James 
And that all that part of the sd Parish of Saint James lying below 
the said line shall be included in and be part of the Parish of Hen- 
rico any Act usage or Custom to the contrary thereof in any wise 


*C.0.5. 1388. p. 101-2. 
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notwithstanding. And for the Administration of Justice BE IT 
FURTHER ENACTED by the Authority aforesd and it is hereby 
Enacted That after the time aforesd a Court for the said County of 
Goochland be constantly held by the Justices thereof upon the third 
Tuesday of every Month in such manner as by the Laws of this 
Country is provided and shall be by their Commission directed. 


AND WHEREAS there have been several sums of Tobacco levied 
by the Court of the said County of Henrico for Wolves heads more 
than sufficient to satisfie the proportion of the Public Levy due from 
the same. BE IT THEREFORE ENACTED by the Authority 
aforesaid And it is hereby Enacted That so much of the Overplus 
of the said several sums of Tobacco or of the money for which the 
same have been sold as exceeds the proportion of the Public Levy 
due from the said County of Henrico and which have not already 
been expended for the use of the said County and all such other 
Tobacco as is now due to the said County of Henrico for Wolves 
heads Be divided and paid between the said Counties of Henrico 
and Goochland Two thirds thereof to the said County of Henrico and 
the other third to the said County of Goochland for defraying the 
charge of Public Buildings in each County. 


[Endorsed :] 


No. 17. Virginia. At a General Assembly Begun and held at Wil- 
liamsburg the first day of February in the first year of the Reign of 
Our Soverain Lord George II. By the Grace of God of Great Bri- 
tain France & Ireland, King Defender of the Faith &c. and in the 
year of Our Lord MDCCXXVII. 


An Act For dividing the County of Henrico. Its Effects Perpetual 
Rec 30t of July 1728. Sent to Mr Fane Octor ye Stn 

Rec ba’k Novem» 15 

Read, 

Reported, 


1728 


CHAP. III. 
An Act for dividing the County of Goochland.* 
[Passed March 23, 1748.] 
For the Ease and Convenience of the Inhabitants of the County of 
Goochland in attending Courts and other public Meetings Be it en- 
acted by the Lieutenant Governor Council and Burgesses of this pres- 


ent General Assembly and (ms. defective) [it is] hereby enacted by 
the authority of the same That from and immediately after the twen- 


*C. 0. Class 5. Vol. 1394, 
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tieth day of May next ensuing the said County of Goochland be 
divided into two Counties that is to say all that part of the said 
County of Goochland lying on the south side of James River shall 
be one distinct County and called by the Name of Cumberland County 
and all that other part of the said County of Goochland on the north 
side of James River aforesaid shall be one other distinct County and 
retain the Name of Goochland County And for the due Administra- 
tion of Justice after the said twentieth day of May a Court for the 
said County of Cumberland be constantly held by the Justices thereof 
upon the fourth Monday and a Court for the said County of Gooch- 
land be constantly held by the Justices thereof upon the third Tues- 
day in every Month in such Maner as by the Laws of this Colony is 
provided and shall be by their Commissions directed PROVIDED 
always that nothing herein contained shall be construed to hinder the 
Sherif or Collector of the said County of Goochland as the same 
now stands entire and undivided to make Distress for any Levies Fees 
or Dues which shall be due from the said County of Cumberland after 
the said twentieth day of May in such Manner and not otherwise as 
by Law he might have done if this Act had never been made any 
Law Custom or Usage to the contrary thereof notwithstanding. 
March 224 1748. Read 34 Time & passed the House of Burgesses. 


Peter Randolph C. H. B. 


William Gooch 
John Robinson Speaker 


March 23. 1748 Read the third Time & agreed by the Council. 
N. Walthoe C. G. A. 


A Copy William Randolph C. H. B. 


[Endorsed :] 


Virginia. At a General Assembly begun and held at the College 
in Williamsburg on Thursday the Twenty seventh dav of October in 
the Twenty second year of the Reign of our Sovereign Lord George 
the Second by the Grace of God of Great Britain France and Ireland 
King Defender of the Faith &c. And in the year of our Lord 1748. 
Numr 35. 


An Act for dividing the County of Goochland Passed ye 10 of 
May 1749. Rec with Cole Lee’s Letter dated ye 6t2 Nov» 1749. 


Rect March ye 19 1749/50. 


Sent to Mr Lamb May ye 21st 1750. 


Rec back Febry ye 8t» 1750/1. 
No Objection 


Great Seal of Virginia 
Exe 35, taken off pr. S. G. 
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CHAP. IV. 


An Act for dividing the County of Henrico into two distinct counties.* 


[Passed May 1, 1749.] 


FOR the Ease and convenience of the Inhabitants of the County of 
Henrico in attending Courts and other public Meetings Be it Enacted 
by the Lieutenant Governor Council and Burgesses of this present 
General Assembly and it is hereby enacted by the Authority of the 
same That from and immediately after the twenty fifth day of May 
next ensuing the said County of Henrico be divided into two Coun- 
ties that is to say all that Part of the said County of Henrico lying 
on the south side of James River shall be one distinct County and 
called by the Name of Chesterfield County and all that other part of 
the said County of Henrico on the north side of James River afore- 
said shall be one other distinct County and retain the Name of Hen- 
rico AND that for the due Administration of Justice after the said 
twenty-fifth day of May a Court for the said County of Chesterfield 
be constantly held by the Justices thereof upon the first Friday and 
a Court for the said County of Henrico be constantly held by the 
Justices thereof upon the first Monday in every Month in such Man- 
ner as by the Laws of this Colony is provided and shall be by their 
Commissions directed PROVIDED alway that nothing herein con- 
tained shall be construed to hinder the Sherif or Collector of the 
said County of Henrico as the same now stands intire and undivided 
to make Distress for any Levies Fees or Dues which shall be due 
from the said County of Chesterfield after the said twenty fifth day 
of May in such Manner and not otherwise as by Law he might have 
done if this Act had never been made any Law Custom or Usage to 
the Contrary thereof notwithstanding. 


April 27. 1749 Read the third time & passed the House of Burgesses. 
William Randolph C. H. B. 


William Gooch 
John Robinson Speaker 


May 1. 1749. Read the third time & agreed to by the Council. 
A Copy Test N. Walthoe C. G. A. 
William Randolph C. H. B. 


*C. O. Class 5. Vol. 1395. 
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[Endorsed :] 


Virginia. At a General Assembly begun and held at the College in 
Williamsburg on Thursday the Twenty seventh day of October in 
the Twenty second year of the Reign of our Sovereign Lord George 
the Second by the Grace of God of Great Britain France and Ireland 
King Defender of the Faith &c. and in the year of our Lord 1748, 
Numr 27. 

An Act for dividing the County of Henrico into two distinct 
Counties. 


Passed ye 11 of May 1749. 

Recé with Cole Lee’s Letter dated ye 6t Nov 1749. 

Rect March ye 19 1749/50. 

Sent to Mr Lamb May ye 21st 1750. 

Rect back Febry ye 8t» 1750/1. 

Exe 27. No Objection 
Greai Seal of Virgs 
taken oft pr. S. G. 


CHAP. V. 


AN ACT for obliging the County of Goochland and Parishes of Saint 
James Northam and Southam to repay the County of Albemarle 
and Parish of Saint Annes a Sum of Money and Tobacco therein 
mentioned.* 


[May 9, 1749.] 


WHEREAS by an Act made in the eighteenth year of his present 
Majesty’s Reign intitled An Act for dividing the County of Gooch- 
land the Parish of Saint James’s in that County and for other pur- 
poses therein mentioned it was enacted That from and immediately 
after the last day of December in the year one thousand seven hun- 
dred and forty four the County of Goochland should be divided by 
a Line to be run from the Point of the Fork of James River north 
thirty degrees east to Louisa County Line and from the said Point 
of the Fork a direct Course to Brook’s Mill and from thence the 
same Course continued to Appamattox River And that part of the 
said County which lies below the said Line was erected into one 
distinct County to retain the name of Goochland and all that other 
part thereof above the said Line was erected into one other distinct 
County and called by the Name of Albemarle And that the Parish 
of Saint James in the said County of Goochland as it stood then 
entire and undivided should be divided into three distinct Parishes 
that is to say all that part of the said Parish that lies in the County 


*C. O. 5/1395. 
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of Albemarle should thereafter be esteemed one distinct Parish and 


ge in be called and known by the Name of Saint Annes And all that part 
er in of the said Parish which lies on the north side of James River in 
eorge the said County of Goochland should be esteemed one distinct Parish 
eland and called and known by the Name of Saint James Northam Parish And 
1748. all that other part thereof which lies on the south side of the said River 


in the said County of Goochland should be erected into one other 
distinct Parish and called and known by the Name of Southam AND 


— whereas some time before the passing of the said Act the Justices of 
the said County of Goochland did levy upon the Titheables within 
the Limits of the said County of Albemarle forty Pounds Current 
Money for building a Prison Pillory and Stocks in the said County of 
Goochland and the Vestry of the said Parish of Saint James did 
levy upon the Titheables within the Limits of the said Parish of 
Saint Annes Eight thousand eight hundred and thirty three Pounds 
of Tobacco for building and repairing of Churches which are now 
in the Parishes of Saint James Northam and Southam and it is 
reasonable that the said Money and Tobacco should be refunded and 
paid back to the said County of Albemarle and Parish of Saint Annes 
Be it therefore Enacted by the Lieutenant Governor Council and 

Saint Burgesses of this present General Assembly and it is hereby enacted 

marle by the Authority of the same that the justices of the said County of 

erein Goochland and the respective Vestries of the said Parishes of St 
James Northam and Southam shall and they are hereby impowered 

and required to levy upon the Tithables of the said County and Par- 

ree ishes respectively the said Money and Tobacco in the proportion 
h- following that is to say the Justices of the County of Goochland shall 
oon at their next Levy levy upon the Tithables within their County the 

_ said Sum for forty Pounds and shall pay the same to the Justices 

lately of the said County of Albemarle for the use of the said County And 

hun- the Vestry of the said Parish of Saint James Northam shall at 
ed by their next Levy levy upon the Tithables within their Parish eight 
north thousand six hundred thirty eight Pounds of Tobacco and the Vestry 

Point of the said Parish of Southam shall at their next Levy levy upon the 

e the Tithables within their Parish one hundred Ninety five Pounds of 

f the Tobacco and the said Vestrys shall pay the same respectively to the 

) one Vestry of the Parish of Saint Annes to be by them applied to the 

other use of the said Parish. 

we May 9-1749 Read the third time May 1*t 1749 Read the third Time 

chen & agreed to by the Council & passed the House of Burgesses. 

‘ishes N. Walthoe, C. G. A. 

ounty William Randolph C. H. B. 
A Copy Test. William Gooch 

William Randolph C. H. B. John Robinson Speaker 
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[Endorsed :] 


Virginia. Passed ye 11» of May 1749. 
Recé with Cole Lee’s Letter dated ye 6t» Novr 1749. 
Reca March ye 19» 1749/50. 


Sent to 


May ye 21st 1750. 


Mr Lamb 
Rec4 back Febry ye 8t» 1750/1. 
No objection 
Great Seal of Virgs 
taken off pr S. G. 
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RANDOLPH AND TUCKER LETTERS* 





Contributed by 
Mrs. George P. Coleman, with Notes 





Fairy Hill! 
March 30th, 1781 
My dear fanny? 

I was very happy to receive a letter from you last week. the 
first line I have had from you, but you give such good reasons 
for not writing, that I should be unpardonable to refuse ac- 
cepting them. I am sorry to see your letter dated from Bizarre’ 
how do you amuse yourself? Coud you perswaid your friends 
who used to flock to you at Matoax to visit you at Bizzar and 
spend a whole winter in Exile with you? — I dare answer 
No! you say that “Mr. Tucker is with Green.” I am very 
sorry to find that you will know the anxieties of that situation. 
You judge right my dear In supposing that I am taken up 
by the Gay Scenes of Philadelphia. You would wonder, who 
used to call me domestic, to see me so deeply enter into the 
dissipation of the place and yet I am but moderate in Com- 
parison. don’t believe however that I have ever forgot you, 





1 The writer of this letter was Martha Dangerfield Bland, wife of 
Theodorick Bland, the younger, of Cawsons. Her husband had been, 
at the reginning of the Revolution, on Washington’s staff, and in 
the July, 1933, number of the “Proceedings of the New Jersey His- 
torical Society” there was published an earlier letter of the same 
vivicacious lady to her husband’s sister, describing life at Washington’s 
headquarters in Morristown, N. J., in 1777. 

The letter now given was written from Philadelphia, where her hus- 
band was serving as member of Congress. 

2Frances Bland Tucker, the widow of John Randolph, and at this 
time wife of St. George Tucker, was a sister of the writer’s husband. 

3Mrs. St. George Tucker and her children had lately removed from 
Matoax, near Petersburg, on the approach of the British army to 
Bizarre, near Farmville, while Colonel Tucker was in North Carolina 
with General Greene. 


* Copyright 1934, Mrs. Geo. P. Coleman. 
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& those I really love. amidst these gay amusements. I have 
thought of you. I have written frequently to you, but I have 
great reason to fear my letters have miscarry’d. one in par- 
ticular — which I wrote to Mr. Tucker a Gentleman told me 
he saw in the post office at Richmond torn to pieces — He 
knew my hand & tho it was directed by a Gentleman (your 
brother being out of the way) yet Curiosity prevailed so far, 
as to open it and let it be thrown about. The Gentleman told 
me he made out something very saucy — ’tis very likely — 
for I well remember a long History I gave him of the Balls 
at the french minister and particularizing a petit maitre — 
oh my dear such a swarm of french beaux, Counts, Viscounts, 
Barons & Chevaliers, among the latter — the Chevalier de 
la Luzern‘ the Minister of france is my great favorite he is 
one of the most amiable, the politest, easiest behav’d Men I 
ever knew — I may be partial perhaps and give my opinion 
in to high a strane, as he has been particularly attentive and 
even friendly to us since I first knew him, and your old ac- 
quaintance Col. Dubysson aid de Camp to the Baron de Kalb® 
figures away here amazingly among the Gallants of the Sea- 
son — he has recovered from his wounds — and as an ac- 
quaintance of my Charming Sister (yr. Ladyship) visits me 
regularly every day. — Yesterday we left the Noise & Smoak 
of the city and took possession of a Country Seat — the Seat 
of the fairies, I expect a poem from my friend addressed to 
the queen of that little race — it is 4 miles from the city on 
the bank of the Schulekill delightfully situated, amidst scenes 
for every disposition here is art abundantly display’d, & Na- 
ture in her rudest shapes — the stately palace and the humble 
cottage at one view, the river tumbling over rocks above you, 
& below, the finest mirror in Nature, which is only ruffled by 
the sporting of the little Urchins of that Element. We have 





4In the collection of the Virginia Historical Society there is a por- 
trait by Charles Wilson Peale of Duke de Lauzun referred to herein 
as Chevalier de la Luzern. 

5 Baron de Kalb, German solider of fortune, who served in the Amer- 
ican army, had been at Petersburg, Va., in 1780, where, presumably, 
his aide-de-camp had made the acquaintance of Mrs. Tucker. 
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a good garden, at the foot of which is a sweet little meadow, 
in that meadow is a clump of trees, the delightful shade to 
a Simple Cottage on a verdant mound, the habitation of the 
gardener. In short my dear, ’tis called Fairy Hill, & a very 
applicable name. I shall expect to see them dance in the grass 
by moonlight. 


A fresh supply of paper induces me to write on and give 
my dear Fanny a little more of my hodge podge, for I think 
my letters may be Justly Called so — they are as inconsistent 
as my desposetion, and easily shews the unsteadiness of the 
Mind — I cannot for my life fix myself in one train, when 
I am writing to a friend and carry on my Epistle as methodi- 
cally as a Parson would his Sermon, but I fly from one sub- 
ject to another as they occur to me. Your Brother set up 
very late writing to you. I hope he has made ample amends 
for his long silence as you suppose, but I can assure you that 
he has wrote several letters and alwais put a Postscript to Mr. 
Tucker’s letters — adressed to you. I hope by this your fears 
upon Cornwellises act. are ended — and your soldier returned 
— with laurells he has not — but with health and a determi- 
nation to keep out of military life — it is not suitable to his 
thin Constitution and he can be of service in a more secure 
situation — Merewether Smith® is going to resign his seat 
in Congress — I wish Mr. Tucker would manage matters so 
as to fill it. to be sure fanny, Virginia is most curiously rep- 
resented — taking one out — Here are the compleetest Trio 
I ever saw. — Mr, Madison a gloomy, stiff creature, they say 
is clever in Congress, but out of it he has nothing engaging 
or even bearable in his Manners — the most unsociable crea- 
ture in Existance. Mr. Jones who looks like a presbyterian 
Priest his complection as sable as his habit he alwais wears 
black — Yr. Cousin M. Smith with all the Grimace of a 
Baboon, and exactly like one in figure, I often laugh at Mr. 


, B— & tell him it is absolutely necessary he should display 


all his pleasing qualities to make up for the amazing dificiencies 





6 Meriweather Smith, of Essex County, Va. 
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of his Bretheren. — if his letter shoud share the fate of my 
others I shall certainly be taken up — I have dwelt very little 
upon that part of your letter which you call dolefull, because 
I would wish to enliven you with my Nonsense for even Non 
sense in Exile is agreeable, we had an oratorio at the Minis- 
ter’s last Tuesday, it was very clever — he gives a Ball one 
week, a concert the next — the characters in the oratorio were 
Minerva, the Genius of france, of America and the high Priest 
of Minerva by Miss Bond — a little snub nosed Girl about 
four foot high sings very smartly for a Philadelphian — & 
with Great Boldness — the Genius of france a Mr. Brown 
who sings delightfully the Genius of America by Mr. Dick 
Peters of the board of War, the high Priest a Mr. Bache son- 
in-law to Dr. Franklin as big and as fat as docr. Hall but not 
so high, the Minister sacrifices his time to the policy of the 
french Court — he dislikes Music, never dances — and is a 
domestick Man yet he has a Ball or a Concert every week and 
his house full to dinner every day — We had a Play performed 
by the Students in the College a few weeks ago — when there 
was the greatest crowd I ever saw. I went accompany’d by 
Mr. Marboys & Mr. Otto, the two petit ministers of france 
Don Francisco the Spanish Minister and Miss Shippen we 
went at 5 o'clock but found several hundred people in the Yard 
waiting for the opening of the dores — they were shut & we 
were not inclined to join the crowd so drove round two or 
more squares of the City — when we returned we found the 
dores open’d and the people climbing up the Walls to get in — 
Some mounted upon the heads of others and in short, such a 
mob that it is impossible to describe if Garrick had been to 
perform it could not have been greater — Mr. Marboy took 
hold of one of my arms don francisco of the other —- Mis 
Shippin of his and Mr. Otto of hers — in this manner we 
attempted to get through the crowd — They forced us about 
half way the passage but I was all most suffocated and de- 
clared I would not go up the Stairs a large woman broke our 
chain by forcing Mr. Marboy’s hand from mine — our little 
party retired to a room in the College untill the Hurly Burly 
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was over — and then went up into the Gallery we took pos- 
session of a Seat where we could neither hear or see anything 
upon the Stage and were unenvied, but I was more entertained 
at the Nature of Man & Woman than I could have been at 
the finest performed play in Europe, Governor’s Ladys, presi- 
dents Ladys, tallow chandlers and Cake women, shoe maker’s 
wives & members of Congress — all setting Caps for the best 
places and pushing each other down for a little Air it unluckily 
was the warmest night we have had — one lady loss’d her Cap, 
another her drop curls — another her shoes, another her Hat, 
in short such a scene I believe never was exhibited in Amer- 
ica — a Chief Justices Lady seized a Gentleman who was in 
her way, by the que of his hair, and broke her fan over his 
head — a presidents Lady fainted three times — and lossd 
her Cap — at last was pulled through a little trap dore about 
as large as a chariot window and the Lady full as large as 
Betty Wommack, oh Fanny! what woud I give to have you 
in a corner at Some of those scenes of high life below stairs! 
Heavens! what a string of what shall I call it? you know I 
have no turn for Slander and Ridicule, but indeed it would 
be impossible to refrain from dipping a little into it at some 
transactions in this place I was sorry to see my Country women 
expose themselves to the Contempt of the french Gentlemen. 
there were several french Noblemen at the Show —- Well now 
my dear am I not very good to send you such a long letter, 
or rather you will be very good to have patience to read it. 
Adieu once more Kiss the whole house for me. I am very 
sorry that my paper will not admit of my saying more than 
to acquaint you that peel has finished Mr. Randolph’s picture 
I can see some likeness, tho not so great as at first, he is for- 
ever making alterations in his pictures however it is like what 
he was — his price is six Guineas your locket is not yet 
mended, he expects some Glasses every day — you dont men- 
tion the little fellow — just like the daddy o’ it -— hey? pray 
remeber me to all the little walks about Bizzar. the little river 
that poor Nancy Curry & me went a bathing in — to all your 
ducks & chickens — but sincerely to your good Man & the 
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dear children — & to Mrs. Johnson — Adieu my dear fanny 
— where ever | am — in whatever Situation, I am & shall 
ever be 


Yr. friend 
and truly affect. Sister 
M. Bland 
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THE VIRGINIA SOCIETY OF THE CINCIN- 
NATI’S GIFT TO WASHINGTON COLLEGE 


(Continued from Vol. XLII, p. 316) 


By Major Epcar Erskine Hume, U. S. Army 
President of the Society of the Cincinnati in the State of 
Virginia and Assistant Secretary General. 


THE CINCINNATI FuND MISAPPROPRIATED 


Unfortunately for all concerned, Treasurer Baker defaulted 
and the extent of his liabilities was not discovered until after 
his suicide. The then Treasurer of the Commonwealth, Law- 
son Burfoot, in the June term of the General Court, 1828, 
sought to recover the amount of the shortage from the sur- 
viving sureties of the defaulting Jerman Baker, whose official 
bonds as treasurer in the years 1825 and 1827 stated that 
“Baker shall faithfully account for all moneys and other things 
which shall come to his hands by virtue of his office, and per- 
form all other duties thereof according to law”. The sum of 
$5,778.16 was claimed, with interest from January 1, 1826 “on 
account of the funds of the Cincinnati society, previously re- 
ceived by him” and the sum of $2,265.60 with interest from 
January 1, 1828, also on account of the Cincinnati fund. 

It was shown that Baker had duly receipted for the Cin- 
cinnati funds with the following documents: 


“Treasury Office, 13th of October, 1824 


In conformity to the provisions of the within act of the 
gen’l ass’y of Virginia, I have this day received of Major 
James Gibbon the following certificates of stock belonging to 
the Cincinnati society, viz: cer. No. 66, Virginia 6 per cent. 
stock, six thousand two hundred and thirty dollars seventy 
cents; cer. No. 28, United States six per cent. stock, three 
thousand four hundred and six dollars thirty-three cents; cer. 
No. 57, United States six per cent. stock, five hundred dollars; 
No. 4569, certificate of ten shares of Farmers Bank stock; 
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No. 7423, certificate of twenty-three shares of stock of Bank 
of Virginia 
Jerman Baker, Treasurer 
of the Commonwealth of Virginia” 


“Richmond, 26th day of July, 1826. 


Rec’d of Maj’r. James Gibbon the promissory note of Mr. J. 
Nelson, dated the 9th of May 1823, for the sum of sixty dollars, 
payable on the 9th May 1824, to Maj’r James Gibbon, for the 
use of the Cincinnati society of Virginia. 
Jerman Baker, Tr. and Trustee 
of the Cin. Soc’y of Virginia” 

Though the fund was never audited by the Auditor’s Office, 
Baker left behind memoranda showing that in all he had re- 
ceived $13,569.16, and after disbursements for the purchase of 
other stocks, a sum of $8,043.76 was left unaccounted for. The 
disbursements were apparently made upon order from the trus- 
tees of Washington College who had heard that some of the 
stocks transferred by Major Gibbon had been redeemed. On 
November 7, 1825, they made an order “that the treasurer of 
the commonwealth be requested to invest the money of the 
Cincinnati society in his hands, received for six per cent. stock 
of Virginia, and of the United States, in James river stock, 
or any other profitable stock which he can procure; and also, 
invest in like manner, any surplus money of said society that 
may be in his hands”’. 

The jury found a verdict against the sureties, of whom there 
had originally been more than thirty, for the sums claimed with 
interest as above stated. The case was appealed and heard in 
the April term, 1845, before the Court of Appeals of Virginia 
(Wilson et als. vs. Burfoot, Treasurer). 

The case is interesting and throws much light on the early 
history of the Society of the Cincinnati in the State of Virginia, 
for the original records of the Society were introduced as evi- 
dence. Unfortunately many of them were in some manner 
lost. The Clerk of the Court of Appeals said that the records 
of the Society never reached his hands, and that he always 
believed that they were abstracted by some of the numerous 
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agents who were hunting for Revolutionary claims against the 
Government. (See 2 Grattan, 134). 

The opinion was rendered by Judge J. Allen who held that 
the Cincinnati fund had been received by Treasurer Baker in 
accordance with law, and that once received he became respon- 
sible for the money, and therefore the claim of the then Treas- 
urer of the Commonwealth against Baker’s sureties was a valid 
one, and it was ordered to be paid. In view, however, of the 
long time that had elapsed since the defalcation, the General 
Assembly released Jerman Baker’s securities from the accrued 
interest. The trustees of Washington College, who were now 
entitled to the fund by reason of having complied with all the 
conditions of the donation, thereupon brought suit against the 
Commonwealth for the whole, with interest, and having ob- 
tained a judgment for the same, they at length in the year 
1848, were enabled to obtain this fund for the college, amount- 
ing to about $25,000. The receipt of the fund took place over 
forty years after it was first voted to the college by the Society 
of the Cincinnati! 


TERMS OF THE CINCINNATI GIFT TO WASHINGTON COLLEGE 


The terms of the Cincinnati gift to Washington College 
required the teaching of the sciences of fortification and gun- 
nery. Such instruction was afforded under an agreement be- 
tween the Board of Trustees of the College and the Board of 
Visitors of the Virginia Military Institute. This joint board 
was created under the Act of the Assembly of Virginia con- 
verting the arsenal into a military school, and ordered to meet 
in Lexington on August 7, 1837. While the board was pri- 
marily to make provision for military instruction of such stu- 
dents at the college as might desire it, according to the terms 
of the Cincinnati bequest, it also provided, by way of reci- 
procity, that “such cadets as might desire a liberal education” 
might attend college classes. Negotiations took definite shape 
before the opening of the Virginia Military Institute in 1839. 
Article 5 of the agreement is: 
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In order to carry into effect the design of the Cincinnati 
donation, the trustees of the college may, if they see fit, ap- 
point the professor of the Institute their Cincinnati professor 
of military science, and appropriate to that department such 
portion of the Cincinnati fund as they shall deem equitable. 
Provided, however, that such appointment on the part of the 
college shall not affect the distinct organization of the two 
institutions; nor will the college corporation claim any other 
control over the Cincinnati professorship in the Institute than 
the power of withdrawing their appointment and appropriation 
of funds, on giving due notice to the Visitors of the Institute. 


Under this Article, Col. Francis Henney Smith*, Superin- 
tendent of the Virginia Military Institute, was appointed Cin- 
cinnati Professor of Military Science by the college board at 
its meeting of June 27, 1839. “For a number of years some 
cadets attended classes in college, and a squad of students uni- 
formed, armed and accoutered cadet fashion, in charge of an 
orderly sergeant of their own number, marched to the Institute 
each afternoon in suitable weather, and were merged according 
to size into the body of cadets during the hour of drill and dress 
parade”. (Wash. & Lee Papers, No. 6, p. 43). “Cadets in 
1842 still had the privilege of attending classes at the college, 
but they seem to have been so fully occupied with their own 
professors that very few of them ever found their way to the 
college, and so far as appears only a class consisting of about 
20, sometimes less, went to the Institute for military drill. In 
1842 Col. Smith resigned the office of Cincinnati Professor of 
Military Science, giving as his reason that Capt. Williamson, 
the drill-master, was the only teacher whose instructions were 
attended upon by such students. Whereupon the college board 
appointed Capt. Thomas M. Williamson as Cincinnati Pro- 
fessor”’. 

In June, 1845, the college board resolved to establish a Cin- 
cinnati Professor of Military Science who should give his en- 





* Francis Henney Smith was born in Virginia in 1812, and was ap- 
pointed to the U. S. Military Academy from that state in 1829. He 
graduated in 1833, standing fifth in his class, and was commissioned 
Second Lieutenant, First Artillery in the same year. He resigned May 
1, 1836. He achieved distinction as Colonel and brevet Major-General 
of Virginia Cadets, Confederate States Army. He died March 21, 1890. 
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tire services to the college, and after due notice to withdraw 
the appointment of military professor of the Institute as the 
college professor. Prof. Williamson’s appointment was ter- 
minated on February 22, 1846, the board being careful to in- 
form him that they were entirely satisfied with his services. 
The salary of the military professor was fixed at $800, to be 
paid from the Cincinnati fund as soon as that amount should 
be yielded, and a ratable portion of the tuition fees. 

About this time there was talk of putting the college under 
military discipline, but this was never seriously considered. 
However, the college course of studies and discipline were 
modified so as to suit the proposed introduction of a military 
professor. Prof. Benjamin S. Ewell of Hampden-Sydney Col- 
lege was elected Cincinnati Professor of Mathematics and 
Military Science in 1846. He was succeeded in 1848 by Major 
Daniel H. Hill, and he, in turn, in 1854 by Alexander L. Nel- 
son, A. B. of Washington College and A. M. of the University 
of Virginia, who “had taken special training in Military Science 
at the United States Military Academy”. The name of the 
Chair remained the Cincinnati Professorship of Mathematics 
and Military Science until 1865 when it was changed to the 
Cincinnati Professorship of Mathematics, and the training of- 
fered in fortification and gunnery was transferred to the School 
of Engineering. For fifty years thereafter, the annual cata- 
logues carried this statement under Military Engineering: “To 
students who especially apply for it the principles of fortifica- 
tion and gunnery will be taught”. No students having applied 
for this course during that time, the statement was dropped 
from the catalogue by the editor. The University states, how- 
ever, that the course would still be taught to students who 
specially apply for it. The courses in higher Mathematics, 
which are necessary for an understanding of fortification and 
gunnery, are still being taught by the Cincinnati Professor of 
Mathematics and in the Department of Civil Engineering. 
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THE CINCINNATI ORATION AND MEDAL 


In 1838 President Henry Ruffner of Washington College 
delivered an oration at the college in honor of the Society of 
the Cincinnati. Shortly thereafter “an annual address by a 
student, to be called The Cincinnati Oration, was established 
as one of the honors and was given to the best scholar in the 
class”. After the passing of General Robert E. Lee, who was 
President of the College from 1865 until his death, his name 
was added to that of Washington and the present Washington 
and Lee University came into being. In 1891 the University 
created a special gold medal, known as The Cincinnati Orator’s 
Medal, to be given to the man delivering the Cincinnati Ora- 
tion. The first award of the medal was in 1912, it being re- 
ceived by T. McP. Glasgow. Orations had been submitted for 
this award between 1891 and 1912, but “the Committee who 
read them thought that they did not display the scholarship, 
thought, and power of expression required of recipients of this 
high honor”. The offer of the Cincinnati Award is carried in 
the annual catalogue of the University. Since the oration is 
not delivered every year, but only when exceptional merit is 
displayed, the medal has been awarded but rarely. It is of 
gold, 2 3/16 inches in diameter, the obverse bearing the busts 
of General Washington and General Lee, facing to the right, 
with the inscription: Washington and Lee University. The 
reverse is engraved Cincinnati Orator’s Medal, and the name 
of the winner, the whole within a raised border of oak leaves. 


The following have been the Cincinnati Orators: 
1869—M. W. Humphreys, M.A. 1879—F. K. Leavell 


1871—T. J. Bartlette, M.A. 1880—J. T. Akers 
1872—W. D. Vinson, M.A. 1881—J. H. Hamilton 
1873—H. B. Fergusson, M.A. 1882—J. E. Cockrell 
1874—W. H. Tayloe 1883—H. D. Campbell 
1875—W. H. Tayloe 1885—H. A. White 
1876—C. A. Deshon 1886—J. V. McCall 
1877—J. H. Dillard, M.A. 1887—Wm. B. Smith 
1878—W. F. Miller 1888—C. L. Crow 
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1890—J. H. Gorrell 1919—F. C. Stipes 
1912—T. McP. Glasgow 1921—Fitzgerald Flournoy 


The Cincinnati Award is now made for the best essay, if of 
sufficient merit, upon the subject of the principles upon which 
the Society of the Cincinnati was founded. 

In 1931 the Society of the Cincinnati in the State of Vir- 
ginia struck a bronze medal to commemorate the sesquicenten- 
nial anniversary of the victory at Yorktown which assured 
American independence. Copies were presented to the Presi- 
dent of the United States, the Governor of Virginia and other 
distinguished official visitors to the ceremonies at Yorktown. 
Copies were likewise presented to those Virginia colleges which 
date back to the period of the institution of the Society of the 
Cincinnati. Under this provision the medal was presented, 
with appropriate ceremonies, by the President of the Society, 
at the 1932 commencements, at the College of William and 
Mary, Hampden-Sydney College, and Transylvania College (in 
what is now Kentucky). It was presented at the special Wash- 
ington commemoration at Washington and Lee University on 
April 12, 1932. 

Thus for a century and a quarter has the Society of the Cin- 
cinnati been linked to the “seminary of learning in Rockbridge 
County”, which bears the names of the Cincinnati’s first Presi- 
dent General and of the noble son of another original member 
of the Cincinnati, who said of that President General, that he 
was “First in War, First in Peace, First in the Hearts of his 
Fellow Citizens”. 


SOURCES 

1. Proceedings of the Society of the Cincinnati in the State of Vir- 
ginia 1783-1824. Published for the Society, Richmond, 1896. Sub- 
sequent Minutes in annual pamphlets. 

2. Manuscript correspondence and papers of the Society of the Cin- 
cinnati in the State of Virginia (Virginia State Library). 

3. Manuscript Records of the General Society of the Cincinnati, also 
of the Virginia Society, on deposit in the Manuscripts Division of 
the Library of Congress. 

4. Historical Papers of Washington and Lee University, Nos. 1 to 6. 

5. Correspondence of George Washington, edited by Worthington 
Chauncey Ford, 1891. 
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6. Leonard G. Helderman (Associate Professor of History in Wash- 
ington and Lee University)—George Washington Patron of Learn- 
ing, Century Co., N. Y., 1932. 

7. Journals of the House of Delegates of Virginia, Dec. 20, 1813, p. 66. 

&. Acts of the Virginia Legislature in the 38th year of the Common- 
wealth, Chapter XX XV, February 5, 1814. 

10. Reports of Cases Decided in the Supreme Court of Appeals, and 
the General Court of Virginia, by Peachy R. Grattan, April 1, 1845, 
to April 1, 1846—Richmond, 1861, pages 134 to 168 (quoted as 2 
Grattan 134). 

11. Edgar Erskine Hume—George Washington and the Society of the 
Cincinnati, Vol. III of the Literature Series of the U. S. George 
Washington Bicentennial Commission, 1933, pp. 568-576; also same 
(enlarged) in pamphlet form published by the Commission, Wash- 
ington, 1933. 

12. Edgar Erskine Hume—General George Washington’s Eagle of the 

* Society of the Cincinnati, The Numismatist, XLVI, December, 1933, 
pages 749 to 759. 

13. Washington and Lee University Bulletin, New Series, XXXIII, 
No. 4, 1933. 

14. Edgar Erskine Hume—Sesquicentennial History and Roster of the 
Society of the Cincinnati in the State of Virginia, 1783-1933. Pub- 
lished by the Society, Richmond, 1934. 

15. Edgar Erskine Hume—The Attempt to Establish a State Society 
of the Cincinnati in Kentucky—Register of the Kentucky State 
Historical Society, XXXII, July, 1934, pages 199-223. 


The author is happy to express his appreciation of assistance rendered 
in the preparation of this narrative, by the late Dr. Henry D. Campbell, 
Historian of Washington and Lee University, who kindly searched the 
University’s records for pertinent data; to the late Dr. William Glover 
Stanard, Secretary of the Virginia Historical Society; to the late Dr. 
Henry Read McIlwaine, Librarian of the Virginia State Library and 
his staff; to Mr. John Collins Daves, President General of the Cincin- 
nati; to Mr. Francis Apthorp Foster, Secretary General of the Cin- 
cinnati; and to Mr. John Archer Coke, Jr., Secretary of the Virginia 
Cincinnati. 


SUPPLEMENT 


Original Members of the Society of the Cincinnati in 
the State of Virginia. 

Those marked with an asterisk (*) are now represented. Those 
marked with two asterisks (**) are not now represented but have been 
since the revival of the Society in 1889. In most cases the rank held in 
the Continental Line is given, some of the officers having subsequently 
held higher militia rank. Militia service, unless directly under Continental 
orders did not qualify for membership. To be eligible an officer must 
have (a) served as such for three years; (b) have served to the end 
of the war; (c) have been “deranged”, that is rendered supernumerary, 
in one of the several reorganizations of the army. Officers who died in 
service were eligible to be represented. In 1854 the General Society 
adopted the provision that officers otherwise qualified for membership 
but who never availed themselves of that privilege, would be eligible 
to be represented. This list does not include the names of officers who 
died in service or who are represented under the “Rule of 1854”. The 
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eldest male descendant of each original member is entitled to apply for 
admission to the Society. Where an officer left no descendants, his 
eldest collateral representative has this right. The last roll of original 
members of the Virginia Society was compiled more than forty years 
ago, since which time a number of new names have been discovered. 


*First Lieut David Allen 
Lieut. Col. John Allison 


**Surg. Cornelius Baldwin 
*Lieut. Col. Burgess Ball 
Lieut. Daniel Ball 
Chaplain Alexander Balmain 
Lieut. Chiswell Barrett 
Capt. William Barrett 
Lieut. Samuel Baskerville 
**Ensign Henry Baylis 
*Col. George Baylor 
*Capt. James Baytop 
**Capt. Robert Beale 
Ensign Daniel Bedinger 
*Capt. Henry Bedinger 
Major John Belfield 
*Capt. Thomas Bell 
**Capt. William Bentley 
Major Thomas Bidley 
Capt. John Blackwell 
Capt. Joseph Blackwell 
*Col. Theodoric Bland, Jr. 


**7 ieut.-Col. Samuel Jordan Cabell 
Major Richard Call 
Capt. Eliezer Callender (Navy) 
*Capt.-Lieut. John Callender 
Capt. William Overton Callis 
Lieut. Archibald Campbell 
Capt. Patrick Carnes 
*Ensign Clement Carrington 
*Lieut.-Col. Edward Carrington 
*Lieut. George Carrington 
*Dept. Q. M. Gen. Mayo Car- 
rington 
Dep. Q. M. Gen. Richard Clai- 
borne 
*Lieut. Edmund Clark 
**Lieut.-Col. Jonathan Clark 


Col. Charles Dabney 
*Capt. Francis Dade 
Col. William Daniel 
Second Lieut. Nathaniel Darby 


Capt. Samuel Eddins 
Capt. Thomas Edmunds 
Capt. Leroy Edwards 


Capt. John Anderson 
*Lieut. Col. Richard Clough An- 
derson 


Capt.-Lieut. Ambrose Bohannon 

Capt. Samuel Booker 

Capt. Henry Bowles 

Capt. Thomas Bowne 

Lieut. William Bowne 
**Lieut. Henry Bowyer 

Capt. Thomas Bowyer 
**Capt.-Lieut. Samuel Killett Brad- 

ford 

Capt. Alexander Breckenridge 
*Lieut. Robert Breckenridge 
*Lieut. Francis Taliaferro Brooke 
*Lieut. John T. Brooke 

Lieut. Jacob R. Brown 
*Physician-Gen. William Brown 

Capt. Thomas Browne 

Capt. Thomas Buckner 

*Col. Abraham Buford 

*Capt. Nathaniel Burwell 

Capt. Lawrence Butler 


**Lieut. William Clark 
*Lieut. Matthew Clay 
Lieut. Philip Clayton 
Capt. Colin Cocke 
**Lieut. Samuel Coleman 
Capt. Whitehead Coleman 
Capt.-Lieut. Joseph Conway 
*Capt. Leonard Cooper 
Lieut. Robert Craddock 
Capt. John Crawford 
*Capt.-Lieut. John Crittenden 
**Major William Croghan 
*Lieut.-Col. John Cropper, Jr. 
Capt. Abner Crump 
*Lieut. John Crute 


Col. William Davies 
Lieut.-Col. Alexander Dick 
*Lieut. John Drew 

Surg. Edward Duff 


**Major Joseph Eggleston 

**First Lieut. William Eskridge 

*Col. Louis-Dominique Ethis de 
Corny (France) 
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**Col. Christian Febiger 
*Capt. Reuben Field 
Capt.-Lieut. Thomas Finn 


*Capt. Robert Gamble 
Lieut.-Col. Thomas Gaskins 
Major-Gen. Horatio Gates 
Lieut. James Gibbon 
Col. John Gibson 

**Capt. Erasmus Gill 
*Capt.-Lieut. Walton Graham 
Cornet William Graves 


First Lieut. John Hackley 
*Second Lieut. John Harris 
*Lieut. Jordan Harris 

Dep. Paymast. Gen. Benjamin 

Harrison, Jr. 
*Col. Charles Harrison 
*Lieut.-Col. Samuel Hawes 

Major John Hayes 
**Capt. Henry Heth 
*Lieut. John Heth 
*Col. William Heth 


Capt. John Fitzgerald 

Capt. Nathaniel Fox 

Capt. Thomas Fox 

Capt. Charles Frederick Fiihrer 


First Lieut. Francis Gray 
*Capt. George Gray 

Capt. William Gray 

*Col. William Grayson 
Second Lieut. Gabriel Green 
*Colonel John Green 

Second Lieut. Robert Green 
*Surg. David Griffith 

Capt. James Gunn 


First Lieut. Peter Higgins 
Capt. Abraham Hite 
Capt. George Hite 

Lieut. Isaac Hite 

Capt. Thomas Hoard 
Major David Hopkins 
Lieut.-Col. Samuel Hopkins 
Ensign Henry Hughes 
Cornet Jasper Hughes 
Capt. John Hughes 

*Capt. Francis Hume 


*Lieut.-Col. James Innes 


*Lieut.-Col. John Jameson 

Capt. John Boswell Johnston 
*Lieut. Peter Johnston 

Capt. William Johnston 

Second Lieut. Albridgedon Jones 


Capt. Custis Kendall 
*First Lieut. Richard Kennon 


Second Lieut. Elias Langham 
Capt. Samuel Lapsley 
Major Robert Lawson 
*Lieut.-Col. Henry Lee 
Lieut.-Col. Jacques LeMaire 
*Col. Charles Lewis 


Surg. James McClurg 


Capt. James Mabourne (Mabon) 
*Col. Charles Magill 
Capt. Philip Mallory 

*Capt. Thomas Martin 

*Major Thomas Massie 

**Col. George Mathews 
Lieut.-Col. Thomas Mathews 
First Lieut. Abraham Maury 
Lieut.-Col. Everhard Meade 

**7 ieut.-Col. Richard Kidder Meade 


First Lieut. Charles Jones 
*Capt. Churchill Jones 
Capt. Strother Jones 
Capt. John Jordan 


Lieut. Elisha King 
Second Lieut. Robert Kirk 
Capt. Abraham Kirkpatrick 


*Capt. Charles Lewis 

*Capt. George Lewis 

Major William Lewis 

Surg. (Capt.-Lieut.) Arthur Lind 
Capt. William Lewis Lovely 
Lieut. John William Ludiman 


**7ieut. William McGuire 


Capt. William Meredith 
Lieut. James Merriwether 
Major Thomas Merriwether 
Surg. Basil Middleton 
Capt. David Miller 
Capt.-Lieut. William Miller 
*Lieut.-Col. James Monroe 
*Brig. Gen. Daniel Morgan 
Capt. Simon Morgan 

Capt. Robert Morrow 
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Second Lieut. Benjamin Moseley 
*Major William Moseley 


*Major John Nelson 
Capt.-Lieut. Peter Nestell 
**#Col. John Neville 


Capt. Ferdinand O’Neal 


**Brig.-Gen. Peter Muhlenberg 
Col. Robert Munfort 


*Lieut.-Col. Prestley Neville 
Capt. Andrew Nixon 
Lieut. Lipscomb Norvell 


Capt. John Overton 


*Capt. Thomas Overton 


Capt. Alexander Parker 
Col. Josiah Parker 

Capt. Thomas Parker 
Capt. William Parsons 
Ensign Josias Payne 
Capt. Thomas Payne 
Major Charles Pelham 
Capt. Thomas Pemberton 


Ensign Robert Quarles 


**Capt. Drury Ragsdale 
*Capt. Robert Randolph 
Lieut. Robert Rankin 
Capt. Thomas Ransdell 

Surg. Andrew Ray 
Capt. Willis Riddick 
Major Thomas Ridley 


Capt. Philip Sansum 

*Lieut. Nathaniel Littleton Sav- 
age, Jr. 

Cornet Caspar Schaffner 

Brig.-Gen. Charles Scott 

Lieut.-Col. Charles Scott 

Cornet Charles Scott 

Capt. John Scott 

Ensign John Scott 

*Capt. Joseph Scott, Jr. 

*Capt.-Lieut. Samuel Selden 

Capt. Clough Shelton 

*Lieut. Col. Charles Simms 

Capt. Anthony Singleton 

Surg. Alexander Skinner 


First Lieut. Nicholas Taliaferro 
**Capt. Richard Taylor (Navy) 
*Lieut.-Col. Richard Taylor 
*Lieut.-Col. Benjamin Temple 

Capt. Prestley Peter Thornton 

Cornet Albion Throckmorton 


**Capt. Nathaniel Pendleton 
Cornet John Perry 
Capt. William Pierce 
Capt. Benjamin Pollard 
Capt. Robert Porterfield 
**7 ieut.-Col. Thomas Posey 
*Major John Poulson 
Capt. Robert Powell 
*Capt.-Lieut. John Pryor 


Second Lieut. William P. Quarles 


*Lieut. John Robbins 

Capt. John Rodgers 

First Lieut. John Roney 
Surg. Robert Rose 

Capt. Beverley Roy 

First Lieut. Albert Russell 
*Col. William Russell 


Lieut. Philip Smart 

Lieut. Ballard Smith 

*Capt. Larkin Smith 

Major Smithe Snead 

*First Lieut. Stephen Southall 
*Capt. John Spotswood 

First Lieut. Richard Starke 
Lieut. William Stephenson 
Major David Stephenson 
First Lieut. William S. Stevens 
Lieut. Philip Stewart 

Capt. John Stith 

Lieut. John Stith 

*Capt. Sigismond Stribling 
Capt. Beverley Stubblefield 
Capt. Joseph Swearingen 


Cornet Samuel Tinsley 
**] ijeut.-Col. Oliver Towles 
*Ensign John Trabue 
**Major George Lee Turberville 
Capt. Charles Turnbull 


Capt. James Upshaw 
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First Lieut. Marks Vanderwall Capt. Armand Vogluson 
Capt.-Lieut. Henry Vowles 
Major Andrew Waggoner Lieut. William Whitaker 
First Lieut. David Walker First Lieut. John White 
Lieut.-Col. Gustavus Brown *Capt. Robert White 
Wallace Capt. William White 
Second Lieut. William Brown First Lieut. David Williams 
Wallace *Capt. James Williams 
Surg. Walter Warfield **Major John Willis 
*General George Washington First Lieut. Willis Wilson 
Lieut. George Augustine Wash- Capt. John Winston 
ington Lieut. William Winston 
Capt.-Lieut. Richard C. Waters *Col. James Wood 
Capt. John Watts **Capt. Robert Woodson 
Brig.-Gen. George Weedon Capt. James Wright 
*Capt. Robert Yancey Lieut. Charles Yarborough 


Capt. Henry Young 
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NOTES AND QUERIES 





ANNUAL MEETING 
of the 
VIRGINIA HISTORICAL SOCIETY 
at Lee House — Home of the Society 
707 East Franklin Street — Richmond, Va. 
Saturday, January 19, 1935—4 P. M. 














CORRECTION 


On page 290 of Vol. XLII, No. 4, the name of Col. Hunsdon Cary 
is misspelled. Kindly correct this in your Magazine. 





HOLTZCLAW 


Jacob Holtzclaw was born at Truppach, Nassau-Siegen, Germany, 
in 1683; emigrated to Virginia in 1714; and died in Fauquier Co. in 
1760. He married first, in Germany, in 1708, Anna Margaret Otter- 
bach. After her death in Virginia he married Catherine . Jacob 
Holtzclaw left the following children: 


(1) John Holtzclaw, b. 1709 in Germany; m. Catherine (Russell) 
Thomas, widow, of Stafford Co., Va.; d. about 1752; left seven chil- 
dren, among them the following: (a) Henry Holtzclaw, m. Susannah 
, and had a son William mentioned in a Fauquier Co. deed of 
1762; (b) Joseph Holtzclaw m. Catherine ; d. Fauquier Co., 
Va., about 1786, leaving sons Archibald, Stephen and Eli, and daugh- 
ters Elizabeth, wife of Alexander Jeffries, Agnes wife of John Payne, 
Frances wife of John Hitt, Sarah wife of Joel Rector, and (possibly) 
Catherine wife of Joseph Lawler. (c) Elizabeth, who m. John Dun- 
can of Fauquier Co., Va. (d) Mary, who m. Daniel Bennett of 
Fauquier Co. (e) Benjamin (probably), who m. Malinda Catherine 
Russell and moved to Garrard Co., Ky. in 1804. (f) Josiah (prob- 
ably), who m. Susannah , and died in Fauquier Co. in 1816, 
leaving children, Agnes wife of Edward Mountjoy, John, Linah wife 
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of Hosea Martin, Lydia wife of Nelson Rector, Charles, Susannah 
wife of Alvin Herndon, and Benett. 


(2) Henry Holtzclaw, b. in Germany in 1711; m. Nancy (?) . 
d. in Prince William Co., Va., in 1778. He left children as follows: 
(a) Jacob Holtzclaw, who seems to have lived in Fauquier Co. till 
about 1809. He had certainly the following children, Elias, William, 
Harden and Susannah, who m. John Knight; and probably Winnie 
who m. John Bowie, Frances who m. Lewis Yates, Anna who m. Isaac 
Saffle, Katherine who m. Aaron Hitt, and Elizabeth who m. William 














Parsons. (b) Duanna or Aduanah Holtzclaw m. Cornwell. 
(c) James Holtzclaw, who m. Bethiah and moved to Nelson 
Co., Ky., and left issue. (d) Nancy Holtzclaw m. Leach. 


(e) Timothy Holtzclaw, b. 1756, m. Rhoda Graham of Prince William 
Co., Va., and moved to Wilkes Co., Ga., where he died, leaving issue. 
(f{) Nathan Holtzclaw m. Isa Gibson of Fauquier Co. Va. (g) Dinah 
Holtzclaw. (h) Winnie Holtzclaw (possibly). 


(3) Ann Elizabeth Holtzclaw m. John Frederick Fishback and left 
issue. 

(4) Catherine Holtzclaw m. Jeremiah Darnall of Fauquier Co., and 
left issue. 

(5) Harman Holtzclaw, who m. Elizabeth , and left at least 
one son, James Holtzclaw, who moved to Burke Co., N. C., in 1779. 

(6) Alice Katherine Holtzclaw who m. Henry Hitt. 

(7) Elizabeth Holtzclaw who m. Harman Miller. 

(8) Jacob Holtzclaw, b. 1738; m. Susannah ; moved to Lin- 
coln Co., Ky., about 1783; served in the Revolution in Kentucky; left 
several children. 

(9) Joseph Holtzclaw, m. Elizabeth Zimmermann of Culpeper Co., 
Va., and lived in Madison Co., Va., where he died in 1825, leaving 
issue: (a) Henry Holtzclaw m. Sarah Shirley. (b) Jacob Holtzclaw 
m. Sarah and moved to Boone Co., Ky. (c) Elizabeth Holtz- 
claw. (d) Susannah Holtzclaw. (e) Eve Holtzclaw. (f) Jemima 
Holtzclaw m. Reuben Tanner. (g) Joseph Holtzclaw, Jr., who m. 
Susannah Hoffman and moved to Boone Co., Ky. (h) Towles Holtz- 
claw (possibly). 


(10) Eve Holtzclaw who m. Allen Wiley and lived in Culpeper Co., 
Va. 

Wanted: Information regarding any of the above, particularly 
maiden names of wives. I should like to correspond with any Holtz- 
claw descendants from any of the above lines, particularly descen- 
dants of Jacob Holtzclaw’s daughters, as I am interested in preparing 
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a genealogy of the family. I have already considerable information 


regarding descents of the sons. 
B. C. Holtzclaw, 


University of Richmond, Virginia. 





WILLIAMS 


In the churchyard of old Blandford, Petersburg, Va., are the graves 
of Thomas Williams, born in St. James Parish, London, 1702, and 
his wife, Rachael Freeman, of Willesy, Gloucester, England. Nearby 
are those of Frederick Williams, a merchant of Petersburg, died 1829, 
age 80 years, and his wife, Anne, with their daughter, Christine, and 
her husband, William Robertson, of Hog Island, Va. Information 
is wanted of their descendants and of Williams’ plantation, which 
was near Blandford Town, now incorporated in Petersburg. Address 
L. L. G., care Virginia Historical Society, Richmond, Va. 





THE FIRST EDMUND BERKELEY IN VIRGINIA 


May I have the privilege of adding an explanatory note to an 
article of mine, The First Edmund Berkeley in Virginia, which ap- 
peared in your issue for Oct. 1933 (vol. xli, No. 4). 


I there suggested that this Edmund Berkeley was the son of Alder- 
man William Berkeley, who lived in Bishopsgate Street, London, 
during the first half of the 17th century. As one bit of evidence, I 
cited the following entry, which occurs in a list of Apprenticeships 
preserved in the records of the Skinners’ Company in London. 


“1661. Edmond Barkley, s. of William B., of 


London, Gent.” 


Several readers of my article have objected to the pertinence of 
this record on the score that a young London business man, who was 
born, presumably, in the sixteen-thirties, and who, we know, had 
already made one voyage to Virginia, would not have joined the 
Skinners as an apprentice, because (1) he would have been too old, 
and (2) such an apprenticeship would have been infra dig., had he 
been the person who I am arging that he was. 

The answer to these objections is that the entry probably means 
that “Edmond Barkley” was what we call a “member” and not an 
actual “apprentice.” I quoted the record as meaning that he had 
joined the Skinners’ Company for business reasons, just as a business 
or professional man nowadays might join his local Chamber of Com- 
merce or Rotary Club. 
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I need not enlarge, of course, upon the wealth and importance of the 
great livery companies in London, from a period much earlier than 
this. Mr. J. F. Wadmore, in his book, Some Account of the Skinners’ 
Company, tells us that, from the 14th century, the Skinners had been 
an important guild, offering its members religious, social, and bene- 
ficiary advantages, as well as control of the conditions under which 
the fur business operated. In 1550, Sir Andrew Judd, a member of 
the company, a rich citizen of London, and Lord Mayor, had built 
and endowed the school at Tonbridge, directing in his will that the 
Master, Wardens, and Commonalty of the Skinners’ Company were to 
be Governors of the School. The guild was becoming a civic organ- 
ization. Gradually the membership ceased to be restricted to “Skin- 
ners”, and there was a further distinction of “Artesan skinners”. 
In 1738, the company records show a call of members to the livery, 27 
in number, consisting of 1 gentleman, 1 grocer, 2 linen drapers, 2 
upholsterers, 1 glover, 1 tallow-chandler, 1 butcher, 1 plasterer, 6 
skinners, 1 victualler, 1 mum [ale] merchant, 3 of no description, 1 
watchmaker, 1 felt maker, 1 haberdasher, 1 wharfinger, 1 taylor, and 
1 timber merchant.! Clearly, those practising the trade of skinners 
were not even a majority among men called to the livery of the 
company. 

The conclusion that Edmond Barkley was not necessarily a youth 
learning the furrier’s trade, is supported by the wording of the entry. 
Where an actual apprentice is concerned, we are told his age and 
the name of the master with whom he was to be associated. The 
absence of these details is significant of Edmond Barkley’s status as a 
member. 


Assuming that the two men are the same (and the probabilities are 
excellent) I think it is clear that “Edmund Berkeley, of London, 
Merchant Attorney”, who was in Virginia and Maryland in 1656, and 
back in London in 1657, joined the Skinners’ Company in 1661, in 
London, not as an apprentice, technically speaking, but just as a 
business or professional man today would join a civic organization,— 
for business and social advantages. 


Frances Berkeley Young, 


195 Everit St., New Haven, Conn. 
September 1, 1934. 


1Summarized from Wadmore. 
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COATS OF ARMS 


Mr. William Macfarlane Jones is contemplating publishing a book 
on authenticated Coasts of Arms as used by Virginia Families. He 
would like any one possessing old book plates, coats or arms on 
family silver, signet rings, or original blazonments, to send him either 
a description of same or if possible a copy, and where possible to cite 
the authority for use of same. Address W. Macfarlane Jones, Box 
344, Richmond, Va. 





TENNESSEE RECORDS 


Tennessee Records: Two Volumes: Bible Records and Marriage 
Bonds and Tombstones, Inscriptions and Manuscripts. Compiled by 
Jeannette Tillotson Acklen, Kensington Place and Twenty-fourth 
Avenue, Nashville, Tenn. See advertisement of these books in April, 
1934, number of Virginia Magazine of History and Biography. 





THREE OLD LETTERS 


[The letters that follow came into the possession of the under- 
signed at different times and in various ways. They are published 
in the hope that each of them will, for one reason or another, prove 
of interest. 

With regard to the first letter, it is to be noted that it was written 
during the troublous pediod immediately subsequent to Napoleon’s “Ber- 
lin Decree” of November 21st, 1806. 

The communication of John Randolph of Roanoke to his Peters- 
burg correspondent Mr. Simson or Simpson—the name is spelled both 
ways in the letter—was written during the first year after 1799 that 
Mr. Randolph was not a member of the national House of Represen- 
tatives. 

The writer of the third letter, George Tucker (b. in Bermuda, 
Aug. 20, 1775; d. in Mobile, Alabama, in April, 1861) was Prof. of 
Moral Philosophy and Economics at the University of Virginia from 
1825 to 1845. Mr. Tucker was a clear thinker and a gifted and 
voluminous writer. In this letter, however, he proves the unwisdom 
of indulging in political prophecies based on nothing more substantial 
than hopes. 


C. G. Chamberlayne] 
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Mr Simson 
Sir 
If the portmanteau saddle, which I ordered at your 
shop, be done please to send it over to Richmond by some safe 
conveyance apprizing me of the same by letter 


Yr hble sert 


John Randolph of Roanoke 


Richmond Decr 18 1813 
[Addressed] 
Mr Simpson 
Saddler 
Petersburg 
Virginia 


University. May 27, 1831 
Dear Rootes, 


I send you inclosed a check of twenty dollars for the Bank of the 
United States—I hope you have received a copy of my review which 
the Bank has republished in pamphlet form—Ritchie perhaps will 
say the “hand of the bank is on this thing’—But the Bank had no 
hand in prompting me first to write on the subject, but I wrote 
because I considered the project of Treasury one of the most odious 
and mischievous that could be conceived — As to denouncing the 
bank for endeavoring to set the public right by diffusing the argu- 
ments which others have advanced in their [behalf] or even their 
own arguments, can anything be more tyran[ic]al than to objec[t?] 
It would suit Gen! Jackson, Van Buren & their tools very well [i]f no 
body should [ ] heard but themselves—they may forsooth use 
arguments backed by official inf[ormation] & transmit them from 
one end of the Union to the other, but the moment their scheme is 
exhibited in its proper colours, a cry of the dangerous influence is 
raised 

But enough of such miserable stuff—their reign I think is nearly 
over 

Yours truly 
G. Tucker 
Edmund W. Rootes Esq 


Richmond 








your 
safe 


31 


the 
hich 
will 
no 
rote 
ous 
the 


1eir 
t?] 

no 
use 





NOTES AND QUERIES 65 


Washington Jan. 5. 07. 
Sir 
Your letter of Dec. 21. came duly to hand; but so constant have 
been my occupations that I have not had a single moment to re- 
examine our accounts, and make a final statement of them. I there- 
fore, according to your request inclose you one hundred dollars, and 
will avail myself of the first moment I can to examine this matter & 
settle it finally. Accept my best wishes for your better health. 
Th: Jefferson 
M'John H. Freeman 
[Addressed] 
free 
Th: Jefferson Pr. USS. 
FREE 
Mr John H Freeman 
recommended to 
the care of 


Capt Shackleford 
near Culpeper Court House 





WHO WAS THE MOTHER OF ROBERT BROOKE, JR.? 
Contributed by Royal E. Burnham, Washington, D. C. 


Robert Brooke, Sr., of Essex, the progenitor of the Brooke Family 
of Virginia, married Katherine Booth, daughter of Capt. Humphrey 
Booth and his wife Margaret Underwood, the latter the daughter 
of Mrs. Margaret Underwood, who first appears in the Virginia 
records as being in Isle of Wight County and then the wife of Capt. 
John Upton. 

Katherine Booth was born before September 16, 1663, for on that 
date she and her sister Grace each was deeded a cow by their grand- 
mother, Mrs. Margaret (Underwood-Upton) Lucas. (Rap. Co. Recs. 
1656-64, p. 327). Katherine Booth, one of the orphans of Humphrey 
Booth, deceased, is of full age by September 4, 1685, and then requests 
her father’s estate. (Rap. Co. Rec. 1672-82, p. 172). As the action was 
brought in her maiden name, it would indicate that she was not mar- 
ried at that time. She was married to Robert Brooke, Sr., before 
June 19, 1689, for on that date she and her husband, and her brother 
Humphrey Booth, Jr.. made an indenture to Richard Stoakes. Re- 
corded August 7, 1689 (Deed-Book No. 8, Essex—Va. Mg. 9, p. 317). 

In all of the printed accounts of the Brooke Family it is stated or 
indicated that Katherine Booth was the mother of Robert Brooke, 
Jr., who appears to have been the first child of Robert Brooke, Sr.; 
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but, even if Katherine Booth and Robert Brooke, Sr., were married 
shortly after September 4, 1685, their first child could not have been 
born before sometime in 1686. 


A tablet in the court-house at Tappahannock bears the inscription: 


In Memory of 

Robert Brooke, Gentleman Justice 

of ye old court 1692-1706 

and of 

Robert Brooke Jr., Deputy Clerk of 

ye old court 1700 

and Horse Shoe Knight 

If Robert Brooke, Jr., was the first child of Katherine (Booth) 

Brooke and thus born not earlier than 1686, he would not have been 
over 14 in 1700, and hardly at that age deputy clerk of the court, 
even in that era of precocious children. He is indicated as being at 
least 21 on December 10, 1712, for on that date he was a witness to 
the will of Samuel Thacker. (Va. Mg. 18, p. 329). 


Is the date on the tablet correct? 

If it is correct, and if Katherine Booth did not marry Robert Brooke, 
Sr., before 1685, Robert Brooke, Jr., must have been a child of a prior 
wife of Robert Brooke, Sr., and who was she? 


Records of Essex show that when signing as a witness on February 
1, 1694, Robert Brooke, Sr., gave his age as 40; and, therefore, he was 
born in 1654. Thus by 1685 he was 31. As it was unusual in those 
times for men not to marry before that age, it may be inferred that 
he contracted a marriage prior to that with Katherine Booth, and that 
Robert Brooke, Jr., was a child of the prior marrage. 





BISHOP MADISON’S CHILDREN 


The only two children of Bishop James Madison who are men- 
tioned in any of his published biographies are a son, James Catesby 
Madison of Roanoke county, and a daughter, Sarah Madison, who 
married Robert G. Scott of Richmond. In a little-known “History 
of the College of William and Mary”, published in Richmond in 
1874 by J. W. Randolph & English, a copy of which is contained in 
the Virginia State Library, two sons of Bishop James Madison are 
listed as students at the college, William Madison between 1776 and 
1781 (page 97), and John Madison in 1803 (page 103). Is anything 
further known as to the careers of these two sons? 


Stewart M. Woodward, 
107 N. Linden St., Richmond, Va. 
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TWO LETTERS FROM AN OLD FILE 
Contributed by W. Herman Bell, Hampden-Sydney, Va. 


Among the files of the Philanthropic Literary Society found in the 
library of Hampden-Sydney College, Va., there is a letter from 
Jefferson Davis accepting honorary membership in the society. The 
minutes record the election of Messrs. Jefferson Davis and Fitzhugh 
Lee, both of whom accepted with expressions of great pleasure,! on 
March 6, 1885. Davis’ acceptance is dated April 15. 

The spirit of the letter depicts a soul forgetful of wrongs and appre- 
ciative of the finer things. He is especially pleased at the expression 
of “kind regard” tendered by Mr. Watson in behalf of these men and 
their fellows: Messrs. E. P. Cox, J. D. Eggleston, J. B. Finley, J. M. 
Hart, H. R. McIlwaine, Richard McIlwaine, A. J. McKelway, W. A. 
Watson and R. A. White, then members of the society. 

The letter reads: 

Beauvoir, Miss., 
15th April ”85 
Mr. W. A. Watson, 

My dear Sir, 

I thankfully accept the honor conferred by the Philanthropic Lit- 
erary Society of Hampden and Sydney College. 

Venerable by long and useful existence, illustrious by the patriots, 
heroes and sages whose names grace your rolls, I am grateful that 
you have deemed me worthy to be numbered among them. It has 
given me much pleasure to receive your assurance of kind regard; 
and especially to know that you, at Hampden & Sydney, emulate the 
example of your sires whose dauntless maintenance of principle gave 
to them such fair renown that it was a matter of just pride to be a 
Virginian. 

Please present my cordial good wishes to your associate members 
and believe me yours 

Faithfully 
Jefferson Davis 
Evergreen, Near Alexandria, Va. 
April 4th 1885 


Mr. W. A. Watson C. S.2 H. S. College—Va 
My dear Sir 


I beg that you will tender to the Philanthropic Literary Society of 
your college my high appreciation of the honor conferred in my se- 





1Fitzhugh Lee’s letter is briefer: 
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lection as an Honorary Member of a Society whose age and history 
entitle it to the respect of all men. 


Very respectfully and truly yrs 
Fitzhugh Lee 


2Mr. Watson was corresponding secretary of the society, not of 
the college, as indicated by this heading. 





BROOKS 


Wanted parentage of Susan Brooks, d. 1792, second wife of Capt. 
William Carr of Fredericksburg, Va., b. ab. 1707, d. 1760, Spotsyl- 
vania Co., Va. 

Wanted parentage of James Clark, Rev. War Soldier, born April 
30, 1759, Spotsylvania Co., Va.; d. June 6, 1810, Fayette Co., Ky.; m. 
Sept. 28, 1785, Lincoln Co., Ky., Susanna Ellis. 

Wanted information concerning Bartlett Ford, m. March 20, 1774, 
Goochland Co., Va., Frances (“Franky”) Bowles, and his children 
after he left Fluvanna Co., Va., about 1805. 

Wanted parentage of Charles Robertson, who m. Dec. 14, 1797, Flu- 
vanna Co., Va., Nancy Ford, b. June 27, 1776, in Virginia, d. March 
2, 1860, Clark Co., Indiana. Who were the parents of Nancy Ford 
Robertson? 

Who was the first wife of Moza Hurt who d. Jan. 1793, Halifax 
Co., Va. Their children were: 

Jane Hurt, b. ab. 1754; d. before 1793; m. John Adams. 

Elizabeth Hurt, b. ab. 1756; d. after 1793; m. Michael Prewitt, Jr. 

Philemon Hurt, b. Oct. 6, 1758, Caroline Co., Va.; d. Jan. 19, 1827; 
em. to Bedford Co., Va., with his father in 1776; Rev. War Soldier, 

Baptist minister. 

Sarah Hurt, b. ab. 1760; d. bef. 1828; m. 1782, Halifax Co., Ky., Byrd 
Prewitt, son of Michael Prewitt, Sr., and Elizabeth Simpkins. 
James Hurt, d. 1819; m. June 30, 1782, Halifax Co., Va., Agnes Mann 

Harrison, his step-sister, dau. of Phoebe and Robert Mann. 
Twins: 

Patience Hurt, m. Oct. 1, 1791, Halifax Co., Va., Samuel Hubbard. 

Prudence Hurt, m. Edmund Tompkins of Pittsylvania Co., Va. 

Lillian Prewitt Goodknight, 
4455 Kahala Avenue, 
Honolulu, Hawaii. 
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THE GARNETTS OF ESSEX COUNTY AND THEIR HOMES 
(Continued) 





By William Garnett Chisolm 


ADDENDA 


Since the publication of the articles on “The Garnetts of Essex 
County and Their Homes” I have received a number of letters fur- 
nishing me with data relating to various lines of Garnetts scattered 
throughout the United States. Many of these I have as yet been 
unable to connect definitely with the genealogy just concluded, but 
I am hopeful that progress will be made and that eventually all of 
those by the name of Garnett whose roots go back to Coonial Vir- 
ginia may be shown to have descended from a common ancestor. 
I have presently secured, however, certain additional information 
which will indicate several lines not heretofore given. At the same 
time I wish to correct a few regrettable errors which have been 
brought to my attention. 

1. On page 74 of the January, 1934, number of the Magazine I 
omitted to insert “(3)” after the name of James Garnett, one of the 
children of Thomas and Elizabeth Garnett (2), as James and Joyce 
were two of the children, Joyce being a daughter. I have also learned 
that of these children, John Garnett, Jr. (3), whose will is dated 
January 6, 1772, married Mary, daughter of Nathaniel and Elizabeth 
Fogg; Sarah Garnett (3) married first James Fogg and secondly 
Reuben Noell; Joyce Garnett (3) married Thomas Andrews, whose 
will was proved in Essex August 16, 1779, the son of John and Han- 
nah (Stockdale) Andrews, while Avey or Avis Garnett (3) married 
Mark Andrews, a brother of Thomas. They moved to Cumberland 
County, Virginia, about 1759, and he died there in 1775. Many An- 
drews descendants may today be found in Georgia. 


2. On page 75—John Garnett (3), the second son of John and Ann 
Garnett (2), married Esther Noell, daughter of James and Elizabeth 
Noell, of “New Holland” plantation, Essex County (will of James 
Noell proved in Essex April 21, 1741, Book 6, p. 295 and 339). James 
Noell was a son of Cornelias and Elizabeth Noell (see will of Cor- 
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nelias Noell probated June 10, 1699—Order Book of Essex County, 
1695-1699, page 250). John Garnett died between 1772 and 1778, in 
the latter year there is a deed in King and Queen County dated Sep- 
tember 16, 1778, in which Esther Garnett is described as his widow. 
John and Esther (Noell) Garnett (3) had two sons—l. Achilles (4) 
and Rice (4). Rice Garnett (4) married Frances Bates, daughter of 
James Bates, and moved to King and Queen County. Rice Garnett 
was paid for his services in the Virginia Militia during the Revolu- 
tionary War. (Virginia State Library, 8th Report for 1910-11—“Revo- 
lutionary Soldiers”.) It is not at present known whether he left 
any descendants. Achilles Garnett (4) married Jane Faulconer, 
daughter of Nicholas Faulconer, of Essex, who was the son of Nich- 
olas and Sebalah Faulconer. (Will of Nicholas Faulconer, Sr., was 
proved in Essex September 20, 1743, Will Book 7, p. 39; will of 
Nicholas Faulconer, Jr.. was proved in Essex June 15, 1789, Will 
Book 14, p. 149.) The nine children of Achilles and Jane (Faulconer) 
Garnett (4) are named in a deed dated May 28, 1797, and recorded 
in King William County Book 3, page 289. They were: 1. Senea (5), 
wife of Frederick Noel; 2. William (5); 3. Achilles (5); 4. Sarah (5); 
5. Mary (5); 6. James (5); 7. Frances (5), who married John Brad- 
bury; 8. Robert (5), who married Mary Temple Gwathmey, daughter 
of Richard and Charlotte (Spratt) Gwathmey; 9. Thomas (5), who 
married Catherine Gwathmey, sister of Mary Temple. Both Robert 
and Thomas Garnett served as privates during the War of 1812 in 
the 87th regiment, 14th brigade, Virginia militia (Muster Roll No. 
49, 1812, Department of Archives, Richmond). 

3. On page 77—Francis Garnett (5), who died in 1766, married 
Elizabeth Bernard, sister of Henry and Christopher Bernard, of 
Essex County. His widow afterwards married Noel. From 
the Order Book No. 29 of Essex County, 1773-1782, page 330, we 
fearn that Augustine Garnett (5), brother of Francis, was captain of 
a company of Virginia Militia during the Revolution, and that Han- 
cock Lee was appointed captain of the company lately in command 
of Captain Henry Garnett. This Henry Garnett was a brother of 
Francis and Augustine and was transferred from the militia to cap- 
tain of the Second Regiment Virginia Line (see Journal Council of 
Virginia, July 12, 1776-May 30, 1777, page 333; and Heitman’s His- 
torical Register of the Continental Army, 1775-1783, p. 187). 

4. On page 175 of the April, 1934, number of the Magazine, it was 
erroneously stated that Captain Murray Mason was a son of Hon. 
James Murray Mason, 1798-1871. They were brothers and both were 
sons of General John Mason, of Analostan Island, opposite George- 
town, and his wife, Ann Maria Murray, daughter of Dr. James and 
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Sarah (Maynadier) Murray, of Maryland. General John Mason was a 
son of Hon. George Mason, of “Gunston”, the noted Virginia states- 
man. 

5. On page 175 the fifth child of Grace Fenton Hunter McGuire 
and the Reverend Kinloch Nelson was omitted. He is Reverend 
Thomas Frederick Kinloch Nelson, born 1879. He attended the 
Episcopal High School and later graduated from the University of 
Virginia. He entered the ministry and served in China for several 
years. He is now Professor of Hebrew and Religious History at 
the Theological Seminary near Alexandria, Virginia. He is un- 
married, 


6. On page 178—Theodore Stanford Garnett (9) married Novem- 
ber 25, 1831, Mildred Tyler Wilson, daughter of Dr. Nicholas George 
and Beulah Murray (Halstead) Wilson, of Norfolk, Virginia. Is- 
sue: Theodore Stanford V. (10), b. July 14, 1934. 


7. Page 263 of the July number of the Magazine. A granddaugh- 
ter of Dr. Alexander Yelverton Peyton Garnett (6) writes that her 
grandfather was not married in Washington, but that the marriage 
took place in Accomac County, Virginia, at “Onley”, the residence 
of the bride’s father, Governor Henry A. Wise. She further writes 
that the second child of this marriage had unfortunately been omitted. 
Maria Garnett (7), the second child of Alexander Yelverton Peyton 
and Mary Elizabeth (Wise) Garnett (6), was born in Washington, 
D. C., December 6, 1850; died in Washington, February 2, 1873, un- 
married, 

William Garnett Chisolm. 
October 22, 1934. 





THE PENDLETON FAMILY 


(Continued) 


By Mrs. Katherine Cox Gattschalk, Washington, D. C., and 
Major John Bailey Calvert Nicklin, Chattanooga, Tenn. 


ADDITIONS AND CoRRECTIONS* 


Part 1, page 279. George Pendleton, Jr., was born in 1553, not 
“about 1558.” (Deposition.) His son, Francis, was born Oct. 6, 
1581. His fourth child was not Anne, but Agnes, born Aug. 28, 1583 
(Parish Register). 
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(1). Henry Pendleton, son of the above George Pendleton, Jr., 
was born Aug. 12, 1580 (Parish Register). His tenth child, Matilda, 
was baptized on Aug. 4, 1620, not Feb. 23rd. 


Page 282. Mary Taylor, wife of Henry Pendleton (1683-1721), 
of Virginia, died in 1770. Her dates were (1688-1770), not (1688- 
1700), as misprinted. 

Page 282. Elizabeth Pendleton married Hendry, not Henry, W. 
Allison. 


Part 2, page 82. Daniel Farmer Pendleton, according to his grand- 
daughter, was born Oct. 10, 1803, and died in 1887. His wife, Phoebe 
Sims, died in 1840. Their children were: William Gideon, who mar- 
ried Maria Margaret Jane, born Nov. 8, 1836; died Nov. 5, 
1915; married Nov. 7, 1854, George William Sandusky. Thomas B. 


Part 3, page 181. The sixth child of Philip Coleman Pendleton 
was Emilyn Tebeau, who died, unmarried, in 1919. The eighth child, 
Mary Zella, died, unmarried, March 16, 1932. 

Part 4, page 296. Footnote. Anne Brown, wife of Samuel Farge- 
son (d 1772) was a daughter of Daniel Brown (d. 1746), of Orange 
County, Va., by his wife, Elizabeth Coleman, daughter of Capt. Rob- 
ert Coleman (1655-1713), of Essex County. 

Page 297. Anne Stubbleson, wife of John Fargeson, was the daugh- 
ter and heiress of Stuble Stubleson, of Rappahannock County. Samuel 
Fargeson was their son, as is shown by both their wills. 





Part 5, page 383. William Pendleton’s wife, whom he married 
June 22, 1840, was Mrs. Elizabeth A. Robinson, who died in 1869, 
not 1855. The marriage records of Berkeley County, Va., show that 
a William Pendleton married Feb. 15, 1806, Hannah Biddy. It would 
therefore seem that he was thrice married. 

Part 7, page 168. The second child of William Armistead Pen- 
dleton and his wife, Mary Alexander Bruce, was Alexander Bruce 
Pendleton, who was born March 14, 1888, and died May 4, 1919; he 
married, Dec. 17, 1913, Marie Irving Easley, who survived him and 
married, secondly, Royal W. Sands, of Reidsville, N. C. Their son, 
Alexander Bruce Pendleton, Jr., was born Jan. 28, 1915, and is now 
a cadet at the United States Military Academy, West Point, N. Y. 


Part 11, page 182. John Pendleton (1760-1830) married Sally Banks, 
daughter of Gerard (not Lynn) Banks, whose wife was Anne Stanton. 

Page 183. Mrs. W. P. Wood, of Richmond, Va., writes me that 
James Pendleton’s wife’s father, John Rucker, was not a lieutenant 
in the Revolution, as I had been previously informed, and that he 
died (in Revolutionary service) 1780, not 1781. His will was dated 
Dec. 1, 1779, and probated Sept. 4, 1780 (Will Book 1, page 529, 
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Amherst Co., Va.). His wife, Eleanor Warren, was a daughter of 
James and Elizabeth Warren. 


PENDLETON, William Frederic (13e, part 3, pages 183-4), cler- 
gyman, was born at Savannah, Ga., Mar. 25, 1845, son of Philip 
Coleman Pendleton and Catherine Sarah Melissa (Tebeau) Pendle- 
ton. His father served with the Macon volunteers in the Seminole 
war and as major of the 50th Georgia infantry in the civil war; he 
was the founder of Georgia Female (Wesleyan) College, the first 
in the world to give degrees to women, and in 1840 began publication 
at Macon of “The Southern Ladies’ Book.” Mr. Pendleton was edu- 
cated under private tutors and at the Georgia Military Institute in 
Marietta. In 1862 he joined Co. B of Ware county, of which his 
father was major, and went with his unit as second sergeant to join 
the Confederate army of northern Virginia; at the close of the war 
hc held the commission of captain. His regiment was a part of 
Longstreet’s corps and participated in the battles of Salem Church, 
Gettysburg, Fort Loudon at Knoxville, the Wilderness, Spottsylvania, 
Cold Harbor, Cedar Creek (where he was wounded), Petersburg and 
Berryville, in all, about fifty skirmishes and battles. After the war 
he began the study of medicine at Sparta, Ga., under his uncle, Dr. 
Edmund Pendleton. He was graduated M. D. at the Savannah Medi- 
cal College in 1869, and studied at the Bellevue Hospital Medical 
College, New York City. He practiced his profession for a year at 
Valdosta ,1869-70), but having become interested in the writings of 
Emanuel Swedenborg, he decided to study for the ministry ,and, in 
1872, entered the New Church Theological School, Waltham, Mass. 
He served as minister at Wilmington, Del., 1872-73, was ordained in 
Philadelphia in the latter year and served there as pastor until 1877. 
In 1876 he assisted in the organization of the Academy of the New 
Church, in Philadelphia, in which he was later to serve for a number 
of years as instructor. Meantime he was called to Chicago and he 
continued there as pastor until 1884, when he took up his duties with 
the Academy of the New Church; he was professor of the theology 
and related subjects until 1927; president of the academy, 1897-1914, 
and president emeritus until his death. In 1888 he was consecrated 
bishop and rose to a position of such confidence and esteem among 
his associates that in the general reorganization of the church in 
1897 he was looked to for leadership and guidance. It was at that 
time that the church assumed its present name, the General Church 
of the New Jerusalem. The episcopal seat of the church was estab- 
lished at Bryn Athyn, Pa., and the academy moved there from Phila- 
delphia. Dr. Pendleton was appointed bishop in the reorganized 
body and was thereafter ex-officio pastor at Bryn Athyn. On his 
retirement from active life in 1916 he was made bishop emeritus. As 
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soon as the reorganization had been effected he began to devote 
himself to the development and extension of the church’s influence 
and solidarity. Centers were established in England, France, Bel- 
gium, Holland, South Africa, Australia and Canada. He undertook 
to erect buildings for the academy in its new location, and by 1906 
these had been completed. The cathedral at Bryn Athyn was started 
under his direction in 1914 and dedicated in 1919. A continually 
active man, he found time to study and write extensively. He was 
the author of “A Book of Doctrine” (1896); a “Liturgy” (1908); a 
“School Hymnal” (1914), for which he wrote a number of prayers 
and hymns; “The Science of Exposition” (1915); “Ten Blessings, 
Twelve Sermons” (1922), and “Topics From the Writings” (posthu- 
mous, 1928). Many of his sermons, papers and addresses were pub- 
lished in “New Church Life” and other church periodicals. He re- 
ceived the Southern Cross of Honor from the United Daughters of 
the Confederacy in 1925 and the degree of D. Th. from the academy 
in 1926. He was a man of distinguished appearance, possessing schol- 
arliness of mind and a subtle humor that made him a spirited conver- 
setionalist. He possessed marked abilities as an organizer and 
executive and was a most judicious governor of the church. He was 
a well informed student of Greek history, but his special interest 
was the study of theology. His work on exegesis, “The Science of 
Exposition,” is the outstanding study on this subject in New Church 
literature, and his “Liturgy” is the accepted liturgy of that body. 
He was married at Valdosta, Ga., May 27, 1872, to Mary Lawson, 
daughter of Remer Young, of Thomasville, Ga. Bishop Pendleton 
died at Bryn Athyn, Pa., November 5, 1927. 


* Before continuing with the genealogy proper I have thought it 
might be advisable to publish the corrections and additions which 
I have received from time to time. The next installment of the 
genealogy will deal, it is hoped, with the branch of the family con- 
nected with Spotsylvania County. It has been exceedingly difficult 
to compile the data of this branch due to the loss of records and 
for the same reasons I alluded to on page 181 of part II, in connec- 
tion with the Amherst County branch. 

John Bailey Calvert Nicklin. 





MALVERN HILLS, HENRICO COUNTY, AND EDGEMONT, 
ALBEMARLE COUNTY, HOMES OF JAMES POWELL 
COCKE’ AND JAMES POWELL COCKE® 
By James P. C. Southall 
In a valuable and painstaking article recently contributed to Wil- 
liam and Mary College Quarterly, 2nd ser., XIII, 207-213, Dr. Wil- 
liam Cabell Moore, of Washington, D. C., has related in some detail 
an outline of the history of old Bremo on James River, where Rich- 
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ard Cocke1, ancestor of the Cocke family of Henrico Co., settled in 
1636 or soon afterwards (Note 1) and where one line of his de- 
scendants continued to live for several generations or nearly 175 
years down to the beginning of the nineteenth century. This estate, 
which comprised about 640 acres when Richard Cocke! died in 1665 
and was buried in his “orchard” or garden by the side of his early 
wife, was situated on the north bank of the river between Curles 
Neck and Turkey Island, as may be seen on the folded map which 
is attached to Dr. Moore’s article. 

The two eldest sons of Richard Cocke?, both by his first wife whose 
identity has never been ascertained (Note 2), were Richard Cocke? 
of Bremo (1639-1706), known as Richard Cocke? the elder to dis- 
tinguish him from his half-brother Richard Cocke? the younger, and 
Thomas Cocke? of Malvern Hills (c. 1638-1697) (Note 3), who in 
1672 speaks of himself as “Thomas Cocke of Pick-thorn Farm in 
the County of Henrico” (Note 4). Both brothers were prominent and 
influential personages in Henrico in the latter half of the seven- 
teenth century. 

The land patented by their father in 1636 and 1639 comprised not 
only the plantation called Bremo, but a larger tract on the ridge a 
mile or two from the river which extended to the head of Turkey 
Island Creek and was called Malvern Hills or “Mawborne” Hills, as 
it is frequently written, phonetically, in the old documents with many 
variations of spelling (Va. M. H. & B., III, 285 and XIV, 192; Wm. 
& M. C. Q., 2nd ser., XI, 228 and XIII, 207-212). From the will of 
Richard Covke! (Miscel. Records of Henrico Co., Book I, p. 27, 
Archives Div., Va. State Library; abstract in Edw. Pleas. Valentine 
Papers, II, 640), dated 4 October 1665, it may reasonably be in- 
ferred that shortly before he died he had given Malvern Hills by 
deed to Thomas Cocke? for his home, perhaps about 1663 near the 
time of his first marriage. When the latter died more than thirty 
years afterwards, no doubt he likewise was buried in his garden at 
Malvern Hills in compliance with the wish expressed in his will 
dated 10 December 1696 and probated 1 April 1697 (Henrico County 
Records, Book 5, 1684-1697, pp. 684, foll., Archives Div., Va. State 
Library), but according to Dr. Moore no trace of a grave can be 
found now at Malvern Hills. 

The four sons of Thomas Cocke?, namely, Thomas Cocke? (1664- 
1707), Stephen Cocke? (1666-1717), James Cocke? (1667-1721), and 
William Cocke® (d. 1717), as well as his two daughters, Temperance 
Cocke? (m. Samuel Harwood) and Agnes Cocke? (m. Joseph Har- 
wood), all named in their father’s will, were undoubtedly Thomas 
Cocke’s children by his first wife. Her identity, like that of his 
mother, remains undiscovered, although it has been conjectured that 
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she may have been a Miss Powell (Va. M. H. & B., V, 84; see IV, 
90). Some time after 1670 Thomas Cocke? married again. His sec- 
ond wife (by whom he had no issue as far as known) was a widow 
named Margaret Jones (Va. M. H. & B., III, 407, where several 
errors need to be corrected in the light of the above account). She 
was a daughter of Major-General Abraham Wood, a very prominent 
character in the annals of colonial Virginia from 1644 to 1656, and 
the grandmother of Major Peter Jones who, with Colonel Byrd, 
founded Petersburg in 1733 (Va. M. H. & B., III, 252 and V, 86). 
Thomas Cocke? left Malvern Hills to his widow, Margaret Wood- 
Wynne-Jones-Cocke, for life and afterwards to his grandson, Thomas 
Cocke*, son of Thomas Cocke’, naming his “loving wife and dutiful 
son James” executors of his will. The old lady outlived all her 
husband’s sons except her co-executor, James Cocke’, and even out- 
lived the grandson above mentioned; dying at Malvern Hills in 1718 
(Note 5). 

The eldest son of Thomas Cocke? was Captain Thomas Cocke, 
and although his life was comparatively short, he also, like his father 
and grandfather before him, was a prominent citizen of Henrico 
Co., being a man of affairs and of considerable means. Probably 
about 1684, before attaining the age of manhood, he married Mary 
Brazure (Brassuir, Brashear, etc.), daughter of John Brazure or 
Brasseur from Nansemond Co. She was certainly the mother of 
all his children, possibly with the exception of the youngest. Doubt- 
less he married his second wife, Frances , not long before his 
death in 1707. Thomas Cocke? may have lived at Malvern Hills 
with his step-mother as implied in his will which was probated 1 
April 1707. is eldest son, Thomas Cocke* (c. 1684-1711), who was 
himself little over twenty-one years old at the time, was appointed 
executor by his father, evidently with the intention of his acting 
in loco parentis to his younger brothers and sisters who were all 
under age. Their names were as follows: James Powell Cocke‘ 
(b 1688), Henry Cocke* (born about 1693), Brazure (or Brassuir) 
Cocke* (born about 1694), Mary Cocke* (who may have been born 
about 1693), and Elizabeth Cocke‘. 


Thomas Cocke? leaves to his second son, James Powell Cocke‘, 
“the plantation I now live upon and part of the land adjoyning 
thereto which I purchased from my brother Stephen Cocke,” all in 
Henrico Co., besides a tract of land in Charles City Co. consisting 
of 920 acres, amounting in all to considerably over 1,500 acres. Pre- 
sumably the land in Henrico Co. included some part of the Malvern 
Hills estate, although James Powell Cocke doubtless acquired the 
whole of this property subsequently by purchasing his youngest 
brother’s share. It has been conjectured with some plausibility that 
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James Powell Cocke derived his name in some way from Lieutenant- 
Colonel James Powell, of Isle of Wight Co., on the supposition that 
the latter was a kinsman of his mother’s family in Nansemond Co. 
Her husband’s will mentions a gold ring “marked J. P.” which may 
have been hers before her marriage. James Powell was a leading 
citizen in his part of the country between 1677 and 1682 (Va. M. 
H. & B., IV, 213 and VI, 116). See also another conjecture connect- 
ing the Powells with the Cockes and likewise with the Herberts 
who intermarried with the Powells (Va. M. H. & B., V. 84-85). 


In July 1711 when Henry Cocke* (1693-1715), third son of Captain 
Thomas Cocke’, was nearly eighteen years old and was “designing 
to leave” Virginia, he appointed his “kinsman Richard Cocke” to 
receive from his brother, Thomas Cocke‘, in his absence abroad the 
property which had been left him in trust in his father’s will. About 
fcur years later Henry Cocke died (at sea, so it is said, Va. M. H. 
& B.. XXXVII, 230), unmarried. His will, dated 1 February 1714, 
was proved 4 April 1715; the executors being Mr. William Finney, 
M. A. (Glasgow), minister of Henrico Parish 1714-1727 (Va. M. H. 
& B., IV, 95, 216 and XXXVII, 230), who had married his older 
sister, Mary Cocke’, and his brother, James Powell Cocke*. An 
inventory of his books at the time of his death is given in Va. M. 
H. & B., X, 404. 

Brazure (or Brassuir) Cocke* (c. 1694-1770), youngest of the four 
brothers, was only thirteen years old when his father died. Three 
years later (1710) he was at boarding school, as we know from the 
accounts kept by his eldest brother. He long outlived all his brothers, 
dying in Brunswick Co. in 1770, where his will, dated four years 
earlier, is on record (Brunswick County Will Book, IV, 32; Va. M. 
H. & B., XXII, 78 and XXVIII, 162). Earlier in life, from about 
1730 until 1753 or later (some years after the death of his nephew, 
James Cocke5, of Cumberland Parish in Lunenburg Co.), he seems 
to have resided in James City Co. (Va. M. H. & B., IV, 216, 440). 
(Note 6.) 

The eldest son, Thomas Cocke‘, did not long survive his father, 
dying four years later, in 1711, shortly after his brother, Henry, 
went abroad. Not more than twenty-six years old at the time of 
his death, he left all his property to his three younger brothers above 
mentioned. To “Brashaw” Cocke in particular he left the tract of 
land called “Mawborn Hills” “on which his Grandmother now lives,” 
that is, the property which had been left him by his grandfather, 
Thomas Cocke?, after the death of his widow, Margaret Wood- 
Wynne-Jones-Cocke. At that time (1711) the old lady still had 
seven years longer to live, as has been mentioned above. 
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Whatever interest Brazure Cocke‘ had in Malvern Hills in con- 
sequence of the bequest above referred to, presumably he afterwards 
disposed of it in some way to his elder brother, James Powell Cocke‘ 
(1688-1747), who had himself inherited part of this land from his 
father, as has been pointed out. At all events the fact is that James 
Powell Cocke‘ lived at Malvern Hills nearly all his life and died 
there; and apparently it was he who built the old brick dwelling 
(Va. M. H. & B., IV, 213), which seems to have contained originally 
seven rooms and a main hall that extended from the front of the 
house to the rear, as was the fashion in so many country houses in 
old Virginia (Va. M. H. & B., III, 413 and IV, 447). The simple 
and unpretentious structure (a picture of which photographed by H. 
P. Cook and reproduced from General Dabney H. Maury’s History 
of Virginia may be found in Va. M. H. & B., IV, opp. p. 434 and 
XXXVII, opp. p. 230) is said to have been “one of the best speci- 
mens of colonial architecture” in Tidewater Virginia (Va. M. H. & 
B., III, 283). 

James Powell Cocke* married Martha Herbert in 1718. She was 
the daughter of John Herbert (d. 1704) of Puddledock, Prince George 
Co., and his wife, Frances Anderson (Va. M. H. & B., V, 84 and 
XVIII, 190; Wm. & M. C. Q., XIII, 4); and doubtless it was by 
this marriage that, some time prior to 1727, James Powell Cocke 
had acquired the “land on Nibb’s Creek” in Prince George Co. which 
was adjacent to a place called Beachtree belonging to Henry An- 
derson, whose daughter, Judith, married one of the Cockes (Va. M. 
H. & B.., XXII, 374, 388). Besides Malvern Hills, James Powell 
Cocke* owned also another plantation in Henrico Co. known as 
Four Mile Creek (Va. M. H. & B., IV, 215 and V, 86; Wm. & M. 
C. Q., XXVII, 143), which was not far from the site of Richmond 
below the falls in the river. He and his wife had two children, 
Martha Cocke5 (married ), and James Cocke5, sometimes called 
James Cocke, Junior. 

Contemporary with James Powell Cocke* (Thomas’, Thomas?, 
Richard!) in Henrico Co. were James Cocke* (James’, Thomas?, 
Richard!) and Bowler Cocke* (Richard’, the elder Richard?, Rich- 
ard!); all three of whom were present, for example, at a meeting 
of the vestry of Henrico Parish held in Curls Church in 1737 when 
it was first proposed to build old St. John’s Church in Richmond 
(Va. M. H. & B., IV, 214). The following year (1738) we hear that 
Luke Smith, grandfather of Lucy Smith, who married James Powell 
Cocke’s grandson, James Powell Cocke‘, in 1777, had been appointed 
inspector at “Shochoes” Warehouse in place of James Cocke* above 
mentioned (Va. M. H. & B., XIV, 241). These items serve to give 
us some little idea of James Powell Cocke and his neighbors. At 
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con- this time (1738) his only surviving brother, Brazure Cocke, was per- 
ards haps living in James City Co., as has been previously stated. 
cke4 In his will dated 19 August 1747 and probated in Henrico County 
his Court early in the following month (Va. M. H. & B., IV, 215; Wm. 
ames & M. C. Q., XXVII, 143) James Powell Cocke* appoints his only 
died son, James Cocke5, executor and leaves to his “loving wife the use 
lling of all my hole estate during her Natural life except what is Given 
ally to my Daughter and to her Husband in a bond Signed but not re- 

the corded the particilers that are in that bond to be Given by my 
's in Exrs when required according to the true intent of the bond” (plain- 
nple ly indicating, as does the entire document, that the testator, like the 
y H, Emperor Sigismund, was super grammaticam and apparently dis- 
tory dainful of orthography also). After his wife’s death his grand- 
and daughter, Martha Cocke®, is to have “four Negro Garls not under 
eci- twelve years of age.” His two plantations at Malvern Hills and 
I & Four Mile Creek are to go to his grandson, “Chasteen” Cocke® 
(Note7), after the death of his father, James Cocke; and all the rest 
was of his estate is to be divided between James Cocke® and his son, 
orge Chastain Cocke®, when the latter comes of age. Shortly after the 
and testator’s death his widow, Martha Herbert Cocke, by a deed re- 
by corded in Henrico County Court in June 1749, conveyed to her son, 
sofia James Cocke5, the plantation of “Malborne” Hills, together with all 
hich her other interest in her late husband’s estate as devised to her by 
An- the latter in his will. 
M. James Cocke’ (c. 1721-1753), only son of James Powell Cocke‘, is 
well the same as James Cocke of Cumberland Parish in Lunenburg Co. 
as (Wm. & M. C. Q., XXVII, 141). He married Mary Magdaleine 
M. Chastain, 19 April 1742, daughter of Dr. Stephen Chastain, who was 
ond one of the Huguenot settlers at Mannikin Town (Va. Hist. Col., 
ren, new series, Vol. V; Va. M. H. & B., IV, 431, foll.). They had five 
lled children (the two eldest being named in their grandfather’s will, as 
above noted), namely: Chastain Cocke®, Martha Cocke® (born about 
as?, 1744 and named for her grandmother), James Powell Cocke®, Stephen 
as?, Cocke® (youngest son, named after his maternal grandfather), and 
we Elizabeth Cocke® or Elizabeth Chastain Cocke. As was so frequently 
‘ing the case in Colonial Virginia, James Cocke® had a short life, dying 
Be 13 April 1753 before he was thirty-five years old and before any of 
all his children had reached the age of ten years (Note 8). According 
hat to his will dated 30 April 1753 and probated 3 July 1753 (Lunenburg 
nail County Court Will Book, No. 1, p. 96; abstract in Wm. & M. C. Q., 
ted XXVII, 141-143), he died possessed of over 7,000 acres of land in 
wad various localities comprising Malvern Hills (670 acres) in Henrico 
ive Co., a tract| of 750 acres in Cumberland Co., his home in Cumber- 
At land Parish (300 acres), Lunenburg Co. (not far from the place in 
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Brunswick Co. where his uncle, Brazure Cocke, afterwards lived and 
died), a large tract of 2,560 acres on the south side of the Staunton 
River in Halifax Co., and another large tract containing 2,771 acres 
in Amelia Co., which was left to his widow (Note 9) for her life- 
time and afterwards to his youngest son, Stephen Cocke®. 


Notwithtsanding the fact that James Powell Cocke* had left “the 
Plantation Malborn Hills” in his will to his grandson, Chastain 
Cocke’, “after the Death of his Father James Cocke,” the will of 
James Cocke® clearly sets forth that Malvern Hills, together with 
the stock, household goods and sixteen of the negroes on the place, 
was left to his second son, James Powell Cocke®, as well as his land 
in Cumberland Co., amounting in all to over 1,400 acres (Note 7). 
On the other hand, to his oldest son, Chastain Cocke®, his father 
left his land in Halifax Co. with twenty-five negroes; and to his 
youngest son, Stephen Cocke®, hig home in Lunenburg Co., together 
with the reversion of the land in Amelia Co. above mentioned. To 
each of his two daughters he left £500 to be paid when they were 
eighteen years old or married; with the stipulation that his elder 
daughter, Martha Cocke®, should relinquish her claim to the legacy 
(four negro girls) left her in her grandfather’s will (Note 10). 


At the outbreak of the Revolutionary War in 1776 James Powell 
Cocke® (1748-1829) was a young man still under thirty years of age 
living at Malvern Hills. Early in life, indeed before he was grown, 
he had married Elizabeth Archer in Amelia Co., 25 November 1767 
(Wm. & M. C. Q., XVI, 84). She was a sister of Martha Field 
Archer, wife of his elder brother, Chastain Cocke® (1743-1795); and 
dying in 1773 she had left her young husband a childless widower 
(Va. M. H. & B., IV, 434). Three or four years afterwards (Sep- 
tember 1777) James Powell Cocke®, still under thirty years of age, 
married his second wife, Lucy Smith (1756-1821), daughter of Oba- 
diah Smith of Westham in Chesterfield Co., and great-granddaughter 
of Mary Cocke? (William?, Richard!) (Va. M. H. & B., IV, 95, 328; 
V, 80, 81). They lived happily together many years until she died 
at Edgemont in Albemarle Co., leaving her husband a widower again 
in his ald age. She was the mother of nine children, only four of 
whom survived her, namely, her two sons, Smith Cocke? and Chas- 
tain Cocke?, and her two daughters, Mary Cocke Carter? and Martha 
Cocke? (Note 11). 


Near the end of the Revolutionary War when Arnold landed at 
Westover with a considerable force, we infer that James Powe!! 
Cocke® was still living at “Malburn Hills’, because Colonel Charles 
Fleming, writing to Colonel Davies, 10 January 1781, notifies him 
that Colonel Nicholas was stationed at “Mr. James Cock’s” with 
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EDGEMONT, ALBEMARLE Co., VIRGINIA 


(Home of James Powell Cocke, designed for him by Thomas Jefferson 
and built about 1790.) 
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some three or four hundred troops (Cal. Va. State Papers, I, 426; 
Va. M. H. & B., IV, 431 and V, 86). 

Apparently not long after peace was restored James Powell Cocke® 
scld Malvern Hills to Robert Nelson, brother of Governor Nelson, 
taking in exchange 1,600 acres in the North Garden of Albemarle Co. 
(Va. M. H. & B., IV, 435; Wm. & M. C. Q., 2nd ser., XII, 169-170) ; 
and thus Malvern Hills, one of the original seats of the Cockes of 
Henrico, passed out of the hands of that family (Note 12). Robert 
Nelson is said to have lived there from 1783 to 1800 (Va. M. H. & 
B., IV, 447). Twenty years later, when so many of the old planta- 
tions in Virginia were being sold at auction, the “fine estate” of 
Malvern Hills was advertised for sale by Messrs. Berkeley and Nel- 
son as commissioners to sell under decree of the court (Richmond 
Enquirer, 10 May 1820). In 1862 Malvern Hills was the scene of 
one of the most desperate and bloody conflicts of the Civil War “in 
the battles around Richmond between the troops of General Magruder 
and a heavy detachment of the army of General McClellan” (Va. 
M. H. & B., III, 283). Having long survived the ravages of three 
wars, including the War of 1812 (Note 9), the historic and venerable 
old mansion was destroyed by fire, 3 December 1908. At that time 
it had been the country residence of Mr. William Hall, of New York, 
for some fifteen years. Near the ruins of the house, which are still 
standing, a small modern dwelling has been erected (Wilstach’s Tide- 
water Virginia, p. 146). 

In the interval from 1783 to 1791 presumably James Powell Cocke® 
continued to reside in Tidewater Virginia, although the place of his 
abode at this time is not definitely known. It was during this period 
that two of his children died in infancy, and he himself appears to 
have been in poor health, perhaps being a victim of the malaria that 
was a prevalent malady in the low country. At any rate, in 1791 
James Powell Cocke* purchased Springhill in Augusta Co. and moved 
there with has family (Va. M. H. & B., IV, 435), perhaps at the in- 
stance of General Robert Porterfield, of Augusta Co., who had mar- 
ried his half-sister, Rebecca Farrar (Note 9). Two years later (1793) 
he sold Springhill and moved from the Valley to Albemarle Co., 
where he built his home, called Edgemont, on the south fork of the 
Hardware River, occupying part of the land which he had purchased 
some years before from Robert Nelson; and here he dwelt all the 
rest of his life, and here also his son, Chastain Cocke?, continued to 
dwell until he died in 1838, the last male survivor of his father’s 
hcusehold. Since that time for nearly a century none of all this 
extensive property has been in the possession of the Cocke family. 


The old house at Edgemont with its surroundings is now rather 
desolate and forlorn in appearance, showing the effects of neglect 
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and the ravages of time, and it takes an effort of imagination to 
reconstruct the picture it must have presented in the days when 
James Powell Cocke and his family lived there. Nevertheless, thanks 
tu its solid foundations and enduring material, the original structure 
is still standing in a state of fair preservation and could be reno- 
vated and remodelled at no great cost so as to be both comfortable 
and imposing. The dwelling, which faces west towards Applebury 
mountain, occupies a commanding site on a high hill and is plainly 
visible from the highway, about a quarter of a mile away. The 
driveway leading to the house has fallen into decay from long disuse 
and is well-nigh impassible for a large modern vehicle. The en- 
trance to it is about four miles from the railway station at North 
Garden and not far beyond the old plantation mill (formerly Coles’s 
Mill) on the south fork of the Hardware River along the road from 
North Garden to Keen which leads past “Estouteville” in the Green 
Mountain district of Albemarle. The driveway turns a little abruptly 
into the front yard, and as the visitor stands face to face with the 
deserted old mansion for the first time he cannot fail to admire its 
simple grace and dignity and the beauty of the wide plateau on which 
it is situated; and this first impression is heightened by closer in- 
spection. The front porch surmounted by a gable roof which is 
supported by four tall pillars is perfectly proportioned; and the pro- 
portion and symmetry of the whole plan constitute one of the chief 
charms. Formerly there were two side porches, each exactly like the 
front porch, but one of them has fallen away and been replaced by 
an unsightly addition on the south side of the house, where the well- 
worn path ascends from the spring about fifty yards away.* The 
outward appearance of the structure is that of a plain frame house, 
but in reality the walls are thick brick masked over by heavy weather- 
boarding on the outside after the manner of the “stock brick build- 
ings” that were not uncommon in colonial days (Wilstach’s Tide- 
water Virginia, p. 127). The woodwork was put together almost 
entirely by concealed wooden pegs, occasionally also by hand-made 
iron nails. The front porch leads directly into what was probably 
the sitting-room or drawing-room. There are six large rooms on 
the main floor, the three front rooms being separated from the three 
buck rooms by a commodious hall 56 feet long extending the whole 
width of the house from the north porch to the south porch. The 
house bulges out at the back to make space for the large octagonal 
dining-room which is across the hall from the drawing-room and 


*The water from the spring gushes from the mountain slope and 
is deliciously pure and fresh. Miss Julia Peyton, of University, Va., 
inherited from her grandmother, Mrs. Charles Warner Lewis Carter 
(Mary Cocke’), a china mug which her father used to send to the 
spring to be filled with water for his own use. 
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directly opposite the front door. The characteristic shape and dimen- 
sions of the dining-room leads to the supposition that Thomas Jef- 
ferson was the architect of Edgemont, and indeed there are many 
other details that point to his influence (Note 13). The six rooms on 
the main floor, each with its old-fashioned fireplace and mantelpiece, 
all! open on the hall, which was the only means of access from one 
room to another. The doors all have brass-ring knockers instead of 
knobs, the locks in some instances being of solid brass. 


The basement has the same dimensions as the floor above it, but 
is divided differently into six compartments, including a spacious 
kitchen and a long dining-rom for the servants. The fireplace in 
the kitchen, 8 feet wide and 5 feet high, contains two large cranes 
and various other iron utensils and furniture still in place as of 
yore. Here in the basement the huge beams can be seen that sup- 
port the main floor and superstructure. Five of the basement doors 
have massive iron clasps and the old H-L hinges that are so dear 
to the colonial antiquary. The smokehouse is one of the outbuildings 
in the back yard that is still standing. 

Behind the house is the old brick-terraced garden on four levels 
of four plots each, the foundations of which were so securely laid 
in the beginning that to this day the plan and symmetry of the design 
are still intact. Much of the boxwood has perished by fire and from 
neglect, but enough has survived to give an idea of its former lux- 
uriance. 

North of the garden lies the old graveyard, overgrown now with 
thick underbrush, making it difficult to find the monuments over the 
tembs of those who lie buried there. The column that marks the 
three graves of James Powell Cocke® and his wife and their son, 
Chastain Cocke’, has toppled over and lies flat on the ground. The 
inscription on the monument to James Powell Cocke7 states that it 
was elected by his widow. One of the graves is that of Sarah W. 
Taylor, who died 26 November 1831; she was the daughter of John 
Taylor, of Southampton, and the wife of Dr. Charles Cocke?, nephew 
of James Powell Cocke*. Long afterwards (about 1861) her husband 
was buried by her side. 


Apparently about four or five years before his death James Powell 
Cocke® sold Edgemont to Martha Ann Lewis Cocke, widow of his 
eldest son. She died intestate in 1856 and Edgemont descended to 
her heir, Mrs. Judith A. Randolph. For sixty years, from 1862 to 
1922, this property was owned by a family named Yates, one of 
whom lived at Edgemont a long time. During the past twelve years 
it has been in the possession of Mr. J. R. Johnson and his family. 

In conclusion, it may be added that the writer has several heir- 
looms associated with Edgemont which came to him through his 
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grandmother, Martha Cocke Southall, youngest child of James Powell 
Cocke®. One of them is a handsome old mahogany desk or “secre- 
tary” which was brought from Malvern Hills to Edgemont. An- 
other highly prized memorial is a small crayon portrait of James 
Powell Cocke® made in his old age. Some of the old Edgemont silver 
which undoubtedly came originally from Malvern Hills is owned by 
Mrs. Florence Sharp Grant, widow of Admiral Albert W. Grant, 
U. S. N., who was a granddaughter of Martha Cocke Southall.? 


NOTES 


Note 1.—In the colony of Virginia in early days there were numer- 
ous other individuals named Cocke (Cock, Cocks, etc.) who were 
contemporary with Lieutenant-Colonel Richard Cocke!, of Henrico 
Co., some of whom were presumably more or less distantly related 
to him, although positive evidence on this point is lacking. A par- 
tial list of such persons is worth keeping in mind, as follows: (1) 
Hugh Cockes or Cocks, of Charles City Co., 1634 (Greer’s Early 
Va. Imm., 50, 83, 148, 164, etc.; Va. M. H. & B., V, 313; Wm. & M. 
C. Q., 2nd ser., IX, 57 and X, 160); (2) Lewis Cock or Cocke, of 
Charles River Co., who was transported to Virginia in 1635 by 
Thomas Harwood (Early Va. Imm., 71; Va. M. H. & B., III, 60, 288 
and IV, 187; Wm. & M. C. Q., 2nd ser., IX, 57 and X, 160); (3) 
Thomas Cocke, who witnessed an assignment of land belonging to 
Margarett Rogers in the Upper County of New Norfolk, 9 June 1636 
(Va. M. H. & B., VII, 296; Wm. & M. C. Q., 2nd ser., IX, 57); (4) 
Richard Cocke, whose name, together with that of Robert Asten 
(Aston) ?, is found in a list of forty persons transported to Virginia 
by Theodore Moyses in 1637 (Va. M. H. & B., VI, 297; Wm. & M. 
C. Q., 2nd ser., IX, 57 and XI, 229; Early Va. Imm., 14, etc.); (5) 
William Cocke, who (according to Mr. William Ronald Cocke, Jr., 
of Columbia, Va.) was a “surveyor” in Middlesex or Lancaster Co. 
about 1646, and contemporary with a certain (6) Richard Cocke, of 
Middlesex Co., and his wife, Sarah, who made a deposition in that 
county about 1656; (7) William Cocke or Cox, who was burgess 
from Henrico Co. in 1646 (Va. M. H. & B., III, 288, 292; Wm. & M. 
C. Q., 2nd ser., IX, 57); (8) Edward Cock or Cocke, a headright of 
Thomas Browne, of York Co., 1648, who had a land transaction of 
some kind with George Jordan in 1652 (Early Va. Imm., 71, 81; Wm. 
& M. C. Q., 2nd ser. ,[X, 57; Edw. Pleasants Valentine Papers, p. 
716); (9) Richard Cocke, who patented 180 acres of land in North- 
umberland Co., 24 August 1662 (as reported by Mr. William Ronald 
Cocke, Jr.), and who devised land to John West (Wm. & M. C. Q,, 
X, 64; see land patent records of Northumberland Co. in which both 
Richard Cocke and Nicholas Cocke are named as being in that 
county in 1664, according to Mr. William Ronald Cocke, Jr.). Little 
more is known about any of these individuals beyond the bare facts 
briefly alluded to above in connection with each name. Likewise 
during the lifetime of Richard Cocke!, of Henrico Co., there were 
numerous individuals in Virginia by the name of Cox which in some 
instances was probably really Cocke. In Hening’s Statutes, I, 178, 
we find the name of Richard Coxe as member of the Grand Assembly 
for Weyanoke in 1632; and it has been assumed but not established 
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that he and Richard Cockel, of Henrico Co., were one and the same 
individual (Va. M. H. & B., III, 282, 288, 292, etc.). A patent or 
grant of 100 acres of land was issued by Governor John West to 
Richard Cox or Cocke, in Elizabeth City, 20 September 1628 (Va. 
M. H. & B., V, 72; Wm. & M. C. Q., 2nd ser., XI, 231). Undoubt- 
edly there were Cox’s in colonial Virginia who had no connection 
whatever with the Cockes, but that the two names were sometimes 
confused and interchanged in the old records seems to be beyond 
question. Thus, for example, it is difficult to suppose that Symon 
Cox, immigrant in Isle of Wight Co. in 1648 (Early Va. Imm., 71; 
Wm. & M. C. Q., 2nd ser., IX, 57), was not somehow related to 
“Symon Cocke of Plymouth” in England; or that Christopher Cox 
or Coxe, Northampton Co., 1652-1658 (Early Va. Imm., 81; Wm. & 
M. C. Q., 2nd ser., IX, 58) was not one of the Christopher Cockes 
whose name recurs so often among the Cockes.* 

Sarah Perrin was the wife of William Cocke*, son of Thomas 
Cocke?. 


Doubtless Richard Cocke! of Bremo likewise had other relatives 
in Virginia whose surname was not Cocke. In his will he himself 
alludes to his “Couzon Daniell Jordan” (Va. M. H. & B., III, 405, 
406). He mentions also “Mr. John Beauchamp”, who was not his 
cousin but his close friend and partner. The Beauchamps and Ligons, 
who were his near neighbors, were related to each other (Va. M. H. 
& B., III, 285, 286 and V, 310; Wm. & M. C. Q., 2nd ser., XI, 228). 
Thomas Harris, whose land patented in 1636 adjoined the “Bremoes 
divident”, was a cousin of Richard Ligon. 


Note 2.—It is just possible that the first wife of Richard Cocke}, 
of Henrico Co., was John Browne’s widow (whoever she was) who 
married a certain Richard Cocke in 1632 (Minutes of the Council 
and Gen. Court of Va., p. 201; Wm. & M. C. Q., 2nd ser., XI, 231). 
According to Mr. William Ronald Cocke, Jr., this John Browne was 
living at “Flower dew Hundred” in 1623, the year after the great 
Indian massacre, and was burgess for Shirley Hundred in 1629. It 
may have been his son, John Browne, who paid a debt of 400 pounds 
of tobacco to the estate of Richard Cocke!, of Henrico Co., as re- 
corded by William Randolph, clerk of the court, in 1679. 


Note 3—In his will Richard Cocke! distinctly names each of his 
five sons in succession from the oldest to the youngest, namely, 
Richard Cocke?, Sr., Thomas Cocke? and their half-brothers, Wil- 


*The Cox’s of Chesterfield Co. were not related to the Cockes 
of Henrico Co. Unfortunately John Cocke?, younger brother of Wil- 
liam Cocke? of “the lowgrounds” in Henrico Co., has been confused 
with John Cox, senior (Va. M. H. & B., III, 288), whose second 
wife was Mary Kennon (Va. M. H. & B., XXXVII, 157-159). This 
John Cox, Sr. (and not John Cocke?, as stated in Va. M. H. & B., 
III, 411 and elsewhere), was the progenitor of the Chesterfield Cox’s. 
His grandson, William Cox, has likewise been confused with Wil- 
liam Cocke’, son of John Cocke? (Va. M. H. & B., IV, 94). William 
Cox married Sarah , and their son, Stephen Cox, had a daugh- 
ter, Martha Cox, who was the wife of Henry Wood. 
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liam Cocke?, John Cocke? and Richard Cocke?, Jr.*; and more than 
once in this carefully worded document he specifically designates 
Richard Cocke?, Sr., as “my eldest Son.” To this son who bore his 
name he left his estate of Bremo which would have fallen to the 
eldest son by the law of primogeniture in Virginia; and, moreover, 
to this one of her two sons his mother had made a special gift before 
she died, as is likewise stated in the father’s will. Accordingly, the 
fact that Richard Cocke, Sr., was his father’s eldest son seems to 
be established beyond dispute. 


Nevertheless, it has been maintained that Thomas Cocke? was the 
elder of the two brothers, and in view of the careful phraseology of 
their father’s will it cannot be altogether without significance that 
in each of the four instances where the two brothers are mentioned 
together, as, for example, “my two Sons Tho: & Richt Cocke Senr”, 
Thomas’s name comes first. Moreover, the provisions of the will 
seem to imply that the father relied chiefly on his son, Thomas, and 
appointed him to manage the mill for the benefit and “use of my 
other Children untill they come to Age.” 

Entirely apart from the evidence here adduced from the will of 
Richard Cocke!, we know by the inscription which is still legible on 
one of the old tombstones in the graveyard at Bremo that Richard 
Cocke?, Sr., was born 10 December 1639 (Wm. & M. C. Q., III, 204: 
Va. M. H. & B., IV, 91; Wm. & M. C. Q., 2nd ser., XIII, 135); and 
the fact that he was indeed born near the end of the year 1639 is 
confirmed by a deposition dated 2 October 1678, in which he himself 
affirms that he was then 38 years old (Col. Rec. Henrico, 1677-92, p. 
64, Va. State Library). Accordingly, if Richard Cocke?, Sr., was 
really older than his brother, Thomas Cocke?, the latter could hardly 
have been born before the middle of the following year (1640). Now 
it happens that some years afterwards Thomas Cocke? also made a 
deposition which was dated 1 August 1685 and in which he declares 
that he was then 46 years old (Id., p. 327). This statement implies 
that his birth occurred not earlier than towards the end of the year 
(1638 in accordance with the date given in Va. M. H. & B., III, 407) 
nor later than August 1639. This process of reckoning makes Thomas 
Cocke? older than Richard Cocke”, Sr. But it must be in error, 
because it seems impossible to refute the plain declaration in the 
will of Richard Cocke! that his eldest son was Richard Cocke?, Sr. 
(Wm. & M. C. Q., 2nd ser., XIII, 151). 


Note 4.—The writer is indebted to Mr. Wm. Ronald Cocke, Jr., for 
much of the information in this article and above all for a photostat 
copy of an agreement which was made by Thomas Cocke? of Pick- 
thorn Farm, Henrico Co., with an individual named “Tho East” who 
was a tenant on his land. This document duly signed and executed in 
the presence of witnesses, 20 August 1672, was long afterwards, 1 Oc- 
tober 1691, “Produced in Court at tryall of a Cause between ye sub- 
scribed Cocke and East” (Col. Records Henrico, V, folio 245, Va. State 
Library). In it Thomas Cocke? confirms in writing an oral agreement 
which he had made with Thomas East some three or four years earlier 
whereby East was to “lease” for a term of twenty years “One parcell 


* Edward Cocke?, the youngest of all his children, was not born 
when Richard Cocke! made his will and was probably a posthumous 
child. 
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of land lying & being within the line of that land belonging now to me 
and my brother as being given us by the Will of our father and Pattent 
in the name of him and John Beauchamp,” etc., etc. The chief interest 
in this document at present is that it clearly establishes the fact that 
Thomas Cocke? of Malvern Hills had formerly lived at “Pick-thorn 
Farm in the County of Henrico.” 

Although the English origin of the Cocke Family of Henrico Co. 
remains unsolved, the fact that Thomas Cocke? was “styled of Pick- 
thorne Farm” (Va. Hist. Collections, new ser., V, 194; Va. M. H. & 
B., III, 406) leads to the plausible conjecture that he and his father had 
some close and direct connection or association with the Cockes of 
Shropshire in England (who were themselves perhaps connected in some 
way with the Cocks of Gloucestershire), especially with “Tho. Cocke 
de Pickthorn in com. Salop”’ whose daughter Alice Cocke married 
“Thomas Holland de Burwarton et de Medio Temple ae 1592 (Harl. 
Soc. Pub., XXVIII, 250-251; Wm. & M. C. Q., 2nd ser., XI, 232-233). 
Pickthorn or Pickthorne is an ancient place-name peculiar to Shrop- 
shire. A family of Cockes flourished there in the sixteenth century. 
It may have been the boyhood home of Richard Cocke! of Bremo or 
the home of his near kinsfolk, and thus it would be easy to see how 
the name had been revived and perpetuated in far-off Virginia. 

Thanks to the courtesy of Dr. E. G. Swem, a copy of the will of 
Thomas Cocke, “yeoman”, of Pickthorne in the Parish of Statesdon, 
Shropshire, is now in the writer’s possession (which was transmitted 
to Dr. Swem by Mr. Boddie of Chicago). Thomas Cocke died in 
August 1587. His will, dated 26 July 1587 and proved 2 October 1587, 
indicates that he was a person of some standing and intelligence. He 
and his wife Agnes had five daughters, namely, Elizabeth who mar- 
ried John Buckhowse, Elinor who married William(?) Blakeweye, 
Alice who married Thomas Holland, Ann who married Walter(?) 
Dolman, and Joan who married John(?) Norgrove. Thomas Cocke 
left legacies to friends and kinsfolk and also to the poor in his own 
and neighbouring parishes. He left his featherbed to his daughter 
Alice (Cocke) Holland and £5 to each of the five children of his son- 
in-law “Mr. Holland”, at the same time specifying that “Thomas Hol- 
land of Burwarton, gent., owes me £80, this to be divided equally among 
his children.” Generally the testator refers to his grandchildren by 
name, and the fact that he does not do so in the case of his Holland 
grandchildren may imply that all five of them were still very young 
at the time; whence it may be inferred that Alice Cocke married Thomas 
Holland about 1580. (Her husband Thomas Holland was a member 
of the Middle Temple of the two Inns of Court in London, “ae 1592”, 
as above stated. In a footnote in Wm. & M. C. Q., 2nd ser., XI, 232, 
the year of his marriage is given as 1592; but this is a mistake, as 
pointed out above.) 

Thomas Cocke likewise left legacies to his brother Humphrey Cocke, 
to his “kinsmen” William, Robert and Thomas Cocke. to his “kins- 
women” Margery Cocke, and to his sister-in-law Elizabeth Cocke. The 
name Humphrey Cocke recalls the fact that Humfrey Cocke of Steeple 
was church-warden of the parish of Neen Savage in Shropshire in 
1582 (Parish Registers of Shropshire, Hereford Diocese, XVII, p. 2 
of Register of Neen Savage; Wm. & M. C. Q., 2nd ser., XI, 233). 
This church contains handsome monuments to Cocks and Somers which 
were closely allied families in the neighbouring county of Gloucester 
x heeiey & B., V, 308-314; Wm. & M. C. Q., 2nd ser., IX, 51-53 & 
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In the Visitation of Shropshire 1623 (p. 218) the arms of Cocke of 
Shropshire are: Orgent, a bend and in chief an annulet azure. 


Note 5.—The will of Mrs. Margaret Wood-Wynne-Jones-Cocke, 
widow of Thomas Cocke? of Malvern Hills, dated 12 August 1718, is 
preserved in the Virginia State Library in Miscel. Court Records of 
Henrico 1650-1807, pp. 433-434. Thomas Cocke? was her third hus- 
band (see Va. M. H. & B., V, 86). The will alludes to her children 
by her first marriage named Wynne and to those by her second mar- 
riage named Jones. It is evident that she had no children by her last 
husband. 

Concerning the sons of Thomas Cocke? it is appropriate to add here 
several comments. It is in connection with Thomas Cocke? (1664- 
1707) and his brother Stephen Cocke? (1666-1717) that we first hear 
(1689) about the horse-races at “Mauvern Hills” (Va. M. H. & B., 
II, 294 & III, 409) and the “Race Paths” mentioned by Thomas Cocke? 
in his will. 

Stephen Cocke’ is said to have married (1) Mrs. Sarah Marston in 
1688 and (2) Mrs. Martha Bannister in 1694 (Va. M. H. & B., IV, 88). 
In 1704 he and his wife Martha executed a deed to his brother Thomas 
Cocke? ; and after his death his widow Martha presented at the court 
of Prince George Co., 9 July 1717, a list of small debts owed by Stephen 
Cocke to various individuals including Littlebury Eppes and John and 
Richard Bolling. Concerning Martha Bannister there is a curious rec- 
ord of the Henrico Court dated 1 December 1694 (Colon. Records 
Henrico, V, 352), as follows: 

“Report—false—that the late Mrs. Bannister was hung up by a hook 

under her chin by—Her husband, Stephen Cocke at the supposed time 
was aboard a ship with Peter Jones.” 
We can merely conjecture that the lady referred to here as “the late” 
(or former) Mrs. Bannister, who had suffered this cruel treatment 
20 August 1694, was near being killed; that, to make matters worse, 
her husband to whom she had been married only a short time before was 
suspected of the dastardly crime; and that the court, having investi- 
gated the charge, had exonerated him by establishing an alibi. 

Stephen Cocke? and Peter Jones above mentioned, who was doubt- 
less the son of Stephen’s step-mother, seem to have been close friends. 
In 1697 Stephen Cocke made a deed to him. 

Stephen Cocke likewise had connectiens with the Bollings. There is 
a deed on record from him to Robert Bolling, merchant, of Charles 
City Co., in 1700 or 1701 (Va. M. H. & B., IV, 89 & XXII, 104); 
which leads us to conjecture whether Anne Cocke who married Robert 
Bolling in 1706 (Va. M. H. & B., III, 412) was perhaps Stephen 
Cocke’s daughter, although there is no positive evidence that he had a 
daughter named Anne. 

Concerning James Cocke* (c. 1666-1721), who was executor of his 
father’s will, see Va. M. H. & B., IV, 89-90. 

William Cocke’, youngest son of Thomas Cocke?, is said to have 
married Sarah Perrin in 1695 (Va. M. H. & B., XXXVII, 230). His 
wife was not Sarah Dennis, as stated in Va. M. H. & B., IV, 90. 

Note 6.—In his will dated 20 September 1766 Brazure Cocke‘ leaves 
bequests to his wife Frances, son William Cocke5, children of son 
Thomas Cocke5 (who had doubtless died before 1766), daughter Eliz- 
abeth Holt (= Elizabeth Cocke5), daughter Fanny (= Frances Cocke 
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who married John Oliver), daughter Mary Anderson (= Mary Cocke5, 
who may have been the Mary Cocke who married Parsons Anderson 
in Cumberland Co. in 1748; see Wm. & M. C. Q., 2nd ser., XII, 282, 
also 289), daughter Susanna Coleman (= Susanna Cocke5), and 
daughter Martha Cocke. Mention is likewise made of son James 
Cocke5, dec’d. The latter is said to have died in Lunenburg Co. with 
will in 1761 (Note 8). 

Auditor James Cocke was was mayor of Williamsburg in 1752 and 
who died in 1769 (Va. M. H. & B., XX, 283) was not Brazure Cocke’s 
son as was formerly conjectured (Va. M. H. & B., IV, 440), nor was 
he descended from Richard Cocke! of Bremo. On the contrary, he 
was James Cocke‘, son of Lemuel Cocke? (Thomas?, Walter!) of 
Surry Co. and his wife Jane Browne (Wm. & M. C. Q., XVI, 231; 
XX, 229; XXV, 164; Wm. & M. C. Q., 2nd ser., XII, 287. See also 
Va. M. H. & B., IV, 216, 330, 440, 441; V, 86; XXVI, 153, 155). 


Note 7.—The story “that James Cocke5 had two sons named Chastain, 
the elder of whom died in infancy, about a year after his grandfather 
James Powell Cocke*’, etc., as derived from “the pedigree in the pos- 
session of Dr. Charles Irving of Amelia” (Va. M. H. & B., V, 85-86), 
may be dismissed from consideration in the light of all the facts and 
especially in view of the will of James Cocke5 which the author above 
quoted never had the opportunity of seeing. On the other hand, James 
Powell Cocke® did have two sons called Chastain, one of whom died 
in infancy (Note 11); and doubtless it is this circumstance which is the 
basis of the above story. It is true, it is difficult to explain why Chas- 
tain Cocke® did not inherit Malvern Hills after his father’s death in 
accordance with his grandfather’s will, and the story may have orig- 
inated in order to account for this difficulty. It is not unlikely to 
suppose that during his lifetime James Cocke> had given his eldest son 
Chastain certain land in exchange for his rights in the Malvern Hills 
estate; but, however, that may have been, it is certain that in his will 
James Cocke® left Malvern Hills expressly to his second son James, 
that is, to James Powell Cocke®. 


Note 8.—Contemporary with James Cocke5 (James Powell*, Thomas, 
Thomas?, Richard!) were several other James Cockes who are liable to 
be confused with one another. One of these was James Cocke* (James?, 
Thomas?, Richard!) of Henrico Co., who lived to be nearly eighty years 
old (dying about 1769) and who really belonged to the same generation 
as James Powell Cocke* with whom, as has been mentioned, he was 
associated on the vestry of Henrico Parish (Va. M. H. & B., IV, 217, 
322). However, his son Captain James Cocke5 (Va. M. H. & B., IV, 
444-445) who was born about 1720 was nearly the same age as James 
Cocke5, son of James Powell Cocke‘. 

Another contemporary was James Cocke5, son of Brazure Cocke‘ 
(Thomas*, Thomas?, Richard!), who seems to have died in Lunenburg 
Co. in 1761 with will, nine years after the death of his first cousin of 
the same name who likewise died in Lunenburg Co. 


Most eminent of all these James Cockes was James Cocke‘, son of 
Lemuel Cocke? (Thomas?, Walter!) of Surry Co., who was mayor 
of Williamsburg in 1752 near the close of the short life of James 
Cocke5, son of James Powell Cocke4. This was Auditor James Cocke 
(Note 6). However, both he and his rather distant cousin Captain 
James Cocke* of Bon Accord, Prince George Co. (Va. M. H. & B., 
III, 284; V, 84 & 186), who was the eldest son of John Cocke? (Nich- 
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olas?, William!) of Surry Co., really belonged to the revolutionary era 
in the generation succeeding James Cocke5, son of James Powell 
Cocke4. 


Note 9.—Mary Chastain Cocke, widow of James Cocke5, married 
Peter Farrar (Va. M. H. & B., V, 85). Acting as the guardian of 
his stepsons, Peter Farrar had some litigation in their behalf with the 
executors of their father’s will. 

Rebecca Farrar, daughter of Mary Chastain Cocke Farrar and half- 
sister of James Powell Cocke®, married General Robert Porterfield of 
Augusta Co., who was adjutant to General Washington in the Revo- 
lutionary War (Va. M. H. & B., IV, 439). Afterwards in the War 
of 1812 General Porterfield wrote to the Governor of Virginia, 2 Sep- 
tember 1814, calling his attention to the strategic importance of Malvern 
Hills and requesting the Governor “to furnish me with two twelve 
pounders to be used at Malvern Hills” to check the enemy if he at- 
tempted to advance (Cal. Va. State Papers, X, 383-4). 


Note 10.—Who were the husbands of the two sisters, Martha Cocke® 
and Elizabeth (Chastain) Cocke®, daughters of James Cocke5? 


(a) We know that Martha Cocke married Henry Anderson in Amelia 
Co., 24 January 1760 (Va. County Rec., IV, Early Va. Mar., p. 63). 
If she was Martha Cocke® above mentioned, she was not much more 
than sixteen years old at the time of her marriage. 


(b) We know also that Elizabeth Cocke married William Cannon in 
Amelia Co., 24 June 1790 (Va. County Rec., IV, Early Va. Mar., p. 
66). If she was Elizabeth (Chastain) Cocke®, she must have been 
about forty years old at that time. 

On the other hand, we are told that Martha Cocke® married Col. 
William Cannon of Buckingham Co. who was perhaps the son of Wil- 
liam Cannon of Amelia Co.; and also that Elizabeth Chastain Cocke® 
married about 1767 Captain Henry Anderson of Amelia Co. (Va. M. 
H. & B., IV, 438). Evidently, in view of the undoubted facts above 
mentioned, neither of the latter statements is correct. 


Note 11.—James Powell Cocke® and his wife Lucy Smith had nine 
children in all, as has been stated. Four of them died in infancy, 
namely, a son born in 1783 who lived only a few weeks, the eldest 
daughter Mary Cocke? (1785-1793) who did not live to be eight years 
old, Martha Cocke? (b. 1788), and Chastain Cocke? (1790-1793). Each 
of these names, Mary, Martha and Chastain is duplicated in the fol- 
lowing list of their other children, three sons and two daughters, all 
of whom attained maturity: 

1. James Powell Cocke? (1779-1812), who married Martha Ann 
Lewis in Powhatan Co., 25 December 1804, and who died seven years 
afterwards without issue. 

2. Smith Cocke? (1792-1835), who was a student at Washington 
College in 1812-13 and afterwards (1814) for a short time member of 
a company of militia commanded by his cousin Captain John Field 
Cocke? who died in 1857 (Va. M. H. & B., IV, 434). Smith Cocke 
died in Kentucky, unmarried. 

3. Chastain Cocke? (1795-1838), who lived at Edgemont and died 


unmarried. 
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4. Mary Cocke? (1796-1888), who married Dr. Charles Warner 
Lewis Carter (b. 1793) of Charlottesville 18 April 1816 five years be- 
fore her mother’s death (19 March 1821). 


5. Martha Cocke? (1799-1874), who married Valentine Wood South- 
all (1793-1861) of Charlottesville in 1825 four years after her mother’s 
death. 

James Powell Cocke® had no grandsons who bore his surname, and 
agnatic descent along this line ceased with his sons (see Va. M. H. & 
B., IV, 436). He had a nephew named James Powell Cocke? who was 
the son of Stephen Cocke® and a brother of Dr. Charles Cocke? who 
lived near James Powell Cocke® at Esmont in the Green Mountain 
district of Albemarle Co. (Va. M. H. & B., IV, 438; V, 77, 88; XXXV, 
83). This J. P. Cocke? married Caroline Lewis, but apparently they 
had no issue. 

There was a number of other Chastain Cockes besides those that 
have been mentioned already, all of them descended, of course, from 
James Cocke5 and his wife Mary Magdaleine Chastain. Thus, for ex- 
ample, Chastain Cocke?, who was born 30 January 1775 and died at sea 
in 1797, was a son of Chastain Cocke®, eldest brother of James Powell 
Cocke®, Chastain Cocke’, eldest son of William Archer Cocke? and 
grandson of Chastain Cocke®, is said to have married Sarah Meade 
Eggleston, daughter of Edward Eggleston, in January 1825 (Wm. & 
M. C. Q., XVI, 84; see also Va. M. H. & B., XXXV, 83); he was a 
member of the legislature from Powhatan Co. from 1843 to 1848 and 
died in Mississippi in 1855. 


Note 12.—During the decade that succeeded the Revolutionary War 
both Bremo and Malvern Hills changed hands by sale, but Bremo con- 
tinued to be one of the Cocke places a few years longer. As well as 
can be ascertained from the meagre records of the period, William 
Cocke® (1758-1828), having inherited Bremo from his father Bowler 
Cocke5 (Bowler*, Richard?, the elder Richard?, Richard!), sold it about 
1791 to his older brother Bowler Cocke® of Turkey Island and lived 
thereafter at Oakland in Cumberland Co. This was the same year 
(1791) when James Powell Cocke® took up his abode at Springhill in 
Augusta Co. The subsequent history of Bremo has been given by Dr. 
Moore in his article above mentioned. 


Note 13.—The story, still current among the countryfolk in the vi- 
cinity, that “Edgemont was built for James Powell Cocke by Jeffer- 
son’s own carpenters”, perhaps has little basis of fact. 

James Powell Cocke® was five years younger than Thomas Jefferson 
(1743-1826) ; both of them lived to be over eighty years of age so that 
their lives almost completely overlapped from beginning to end. In 
his younger days doubtless Jefferson had been a frequent visitor at 
Malvern Hills, and for over thirty years. he and James Powell Cocke 
were near neighbours in Albemarle. Thus notwithstanding the fact that 
the two individuals were obviously far apart in some respects, it is rea- 
sonable to suppose that they were often thrown together and were 
perhaps close friends. However, as far as the present writer is aware, 
no reference to James Powell Cocke has been found in Jefferson’s wide 
correspondence. 
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DEATH ON THE PrairiE. The Thirty Years’ Struggle for the Western 
Plains. By Paul I. Wellman. (New York, The Macmillan Com- 
pany, 1934. Illustrations, notes, and bibliography. $3.) 


Paul I. Wellman has written a sympathetic, highly exciting account 
of the struggles with which the white man wrested from the red the 
lands now embodied in Minnesota, Montana, Missouri, Oklahoma, 
Utah, Arizona, Kansas, Nebraska, Texas, and New Mexico. Mr. 
Wellman is especially well qualified to write on this subject. Born 
in Indian Territory in 1895 and having spent many years in Utah 
among the Ute-Uintahs and in western Kansas, he early became in- 
terested in Indian history and customs, to the study of which he has 
devoted much of his life. He has spared no efforts in getting ma- 
terial for this book, not only by searching written sources, but also 
by interviewing both white and Indian participants. Hence the book, 
in addition to tracing the movements of both sides, contains both 
viewpoints of most of the battles and a number of new and interest- 
ing conclusions. 

This constant warfare, which lasted from 1862 to 1892, was “iniqui- 
tous in its conception and its execution. Not even the excuse that 
it permitted the spread of civilization is moral justification,” the 
author declares, a view with which we are much in sympathy. To 
Little Crow, Red Cloud, Crazy Horse, Satanta, Sitting Bull, Chief 
Joseph, and their people the land and the buffaloes were common 
property, the latter supplying their “food, clothing, weapons, shelter, 
warmth—the five great essentials” of life for them. The whites took 
their lands and exterminated their buffaloes. When they sought re- 
venge, the whites sent such men as Custer, Sibley, Carrington, For- 
syth, Sheridan, Miles, Howard, and Merritt to subdue them and 
drive them into unhealthy territories especially set aside as reserva- 
tions for Indians. 

In his foreword Mr. Wellman points out that this was a war in 
which “the beginning of the machine age met the last vestiges of 
the stone age.” To the latter war was an exciting game, a sort of 
“field of honor.” The white man had the repeating rifle and the 
cannon, the telegraph and the railroad, but the Indian, equipped only 
with his native courage and primitive weapons and those repeating 
rifles he could salvage from his enemies, was foredoomed. He strug- 
gled magnificently, but the odds were too great against him. Had 
machine age met machine age, or stone age met stone age, with the 
same heroic men as leaders and the same courage and loyalty, there 
is reason to believe that the outcome of the Thirty Years’ War would 
have been far different and that the United States would have gained 
their western lands by more peaceful means. 


Linpa Mae Brown. 
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R. E. Lee. A biography. By Douglas Southall Freeman. Vols. 1 and 
2. Pp. 647 and 621. New York. Charles Scribner’s Sons. 1934. 


The first two volumes of Dr. Freeman’s long-expected life of Lee 
fulfill the high anticipations based on the author’s knowledge of 
military history and his profound research for materials. In fact, 
this is the first detailed life of Lee given the world and it has the 
effect of causing us to throw in the waste basket the greater part 
of the voluminous literature on the Southern hero. Most of the 
books on Lee will hereafter stand unused on library shelves. Such 
detail as appears in this work would be superfluous in the case of a 
minor figure, but is illuminating and valuable in the study of one 
of the leading characters in American history. Lee was worth a full 
and exhaustive biography, and we have it now. 

Dr. Freeman has added so much to our knowledge of Lee that it 
is difficult to do justice to his contribution, but it is fair to say that 
every phase of the hero’s life has been greatly enriched. For the 
first time we have a complete account of Lee’s family and background, 
his childhood and youth. For the first time also his early years in 
the United States army have been covered in entirety. His early 
friendships, his courtship, his marriage, his family life—all this is 
told in a most interesting way and in detail. 

The treatment of Lee’s experiences in the Mexican War is brilliant, 
a genuine contribution to history. Most instructive are the com- 
ments on Lee’s later career based on the lessons learned in Mexico, 
for that was the only battle experience Lee ever had before 1861. 
He profited vastly by his observations, but he would have been still 
better as an army commander if he had actually led troops himself 
in Scott’s wonderful campaign of 1847. 


As important as any other feature of the book is the author’s study 
of Lee in the crisis of 1861. He shows that Lee has been misunder- 
stood in his attitude toward secession: Lee did not make up his 
mind as to resigning, his commission in the United States army in 
the sad hours following the secession of Virginia, as has been sup- 
posed by many. He had long before resolved to resign if Virginia 
seceded, and when the news came that the Old Dominion had “gone 
out,” he severed his connection with the Washington government 
without any struggle on his part, without any internal conflict, how- 
ever much he may have regretted the necessity. Lee was a Union 
man as long as Virginia remained in the Union, and he did not be- 
lieve in the inevitability of secession, but when secession came he 
accepted it cheerfully. He did not fight against his convictions, as 
some have supposed, in a blind obedience to states’ rights doctrine. 
He believed that the South had just cause for grievance against the 
North, but he also believed that it would be better to make the fight 
within the Constitution and politically, not militarily. In this he 
was probably mistaken; secession seems to have been inevitable—se- 
cession or blind submission. 

Another important contribution is the author’s account of Lee’s 
work as head of the Virginia military establishment before he became 
an officer of the Confederate government. For some anxious weeks 
in 1861 Lee labored greatly to prepare Virginia for the coming con- 
flict; he organized commands and equipped them and erected fortifi- 
cations at many points. Indeed, as the author points out, this first 
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labor of his had much to do with the success of the Southern arms 
at the First Manassas, on July 21, 1861. 

Lee’s own abortive campaign in western Virginia in the autumn 
of 1861 is very clearly and fully described, it may be said, for the 
first time. These operations in an involved mountain country are 
difficult to narrate, but Dr. Freeman has made the matter plain. And 
in this connection he passes his first adverse criticism on Lee, for 
while Lee is the author’s hero—a god from Olympus indeed—Dr. 
Freeman is well aware of a certain lack of forcefulness in Lee that 
was the cardinal fault in a character so nearly flawless. Lee did 
not drive his subordinates when they needed driving, and he all too 
often let them change his purpose through argument or entreaty, 
This fault almost led to disaster at the Second Manassas, when 
Longstreet delayed action most dangerously; and, no doubt, the author 
will show in his succeeding volumes how disastrous a part it played 
in the debacle of Gettysburg. 

Lee’s part as chief of staff in Jackson’s wonderful Valley campaign 
of 1862 and Johnston’s Peninsula campaign is narrated with great 
fullness! it is evident that Lee’s hand was in every move of the 
game in that fateful spring of 1862, which witnessed threatened defeat 
changed into glorious triumph. It is not too much to say that Lee, 
first by his activity as chief of staff and later by his strategy as 
head of the Army of Northern Virginia, prolonged the life of the 
Confederacy for two years and gave it a chance of success. 

Dr. Freeman’s treatment of the great campaigns of 1862 is brilliant 
and sound. He has studied the sources thoroughly and his judgments 
are usually most solid, supported as they are by a wealth of foot- 
notes, for the author makes no important assertion without quoting 
authority. Nothing human is more difficult than the accurate pre- 
sentation of military history, and I do not agree with all of the 
author’s conclusions, particularly in regard to the Seven Days Bat- 
tles about Richmond in 1862; but I must do justice to the complete- 
ness of the research and the maturity of judgment he brings to each 
position. It is not too much to say that the military part of the 
narrative is one of the foremost contributions to the literature of 
the war of the sixties. 

Volumes 3 and 4, to be issued in the spring, will complete this 
notable work. Volume 2 fittingly closes with the battle of Chan- 
cellorsville and the death of Jackson. Doubtless Dr. Freeman will 
bring to the dramatic story of Gettysburg and the awful struggle 
of the Wilderness the same gifts of narration he has displayed in 
the first two volumes. His account of Lee’s last days should be a 
classic. 

The author is most successful in investing all parts of his subject 
with interest, in spite of the great detail he goes into. This is a 
literary feat, for military history generally is caviare to the multitude. 
But Dr. Freeman’s years of journalism have taught him how to write 
grippingly, and his style is admirable all the way through the book. 
It is safe to say now, when the work is still new, that it will be 
one of the leading authorities in American history for all time. No- 
body again will spend years of laborious research in delving into 
the secrets of Lee’s life; the task is done. The work on Robert E. 
Lee that will go down to future generations has been written. 


H. J. EcKENRODE. 
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VircINIA Historica, Inpex, by E. G. Swem, Librarian, College of Wil- 
liam and Mary in Virginia. 


An index to Virginia Magazine of History and Biography, Volumes 
1-38, 1893-1930; William and Mary College Quarterly Historical Mag- 
azine (First Series), Vols. 1-27, 1893-1919; William and Mary College 
Quarterly Historical Magasine (Second Series), Vols. 1-10, 1921- 
Sea: Tyler’s Historical and Genealogical Quarterly, Vols. 1- 10, 1919- 

929; Virginia Historical Register, Vols. 1-6, 1848-1853; Lower Nor- 
folk County Antiquary, Vols. 1-5, 1895-1906; Calendar of Virginia 
State Papers, Vols. 1-11, 1652- 1869 ; Hening’s Statutes of Virginia, 
Vols. 1-13, 1619-1792. 


Volume I (the first half, 1,118 pages, of the Virginia Historical In- 
dex, sponsored by sixteen members of the Virginia Historical Society 
and by them sustained by a fund later supplemented by a grant-in-aid 
from the Rockefeller Foundation, has recently come from the press; 
the second half (Volume II) is announced for the summer of 1935. 

To carry out an undertaking of such magnitude and significance Dr. 
Swem was eminently equipped through his long experience in historical 
investigation and his penetrative insight into the most practical methods 
for furthering scholarly aims. In the Virginia Historical Index, with 
its admirable arrangement and exhaustive scope the qualities of the 
compiler are manifest at once. Here is an “open sesame” to the manifold 
source material stored in the one hundred and twenty volumes of the 
eight series listed above. As a labor-saving instrument as well as an 
unfailing guide to the genealogist, to the investigator seeking biographical 
detail or documentary evidence on economic or social conditions of the 
Colonial period of Virginia or of the succeeding Commonwealth the 
work is of cardinal importance and incalculable worth. And students 
of the origins and early history of that vast region once a part of Vir- 
ginia but now composed of many states of the Union will find the Index 
an indispensible key to a storehouse of material an examination of which 
is a prerequisite to the production of any authoritative work in this de- 
partment of American research. 


The scope of the Index may best be appreciated by means of a cita- 
tion from an announcement by the publishers: 


“Index entries have been made as specific as possible. Every name of 
a person, surname with full Christian name, is given a separate entry; 
for example, under Armistead there will be about twenty-three hundred 
page references under the Christian name of this surname. Every place 
name is, of course, included. Every subject word bearing upon Virginia 
life, antiquities, and history is indexed. There are entries for the author 
and title of every book mentioned in a will, for the name of every ship, 
for every article mentioned in an inventory of an estate or merchant's 
account. The name of every tool, of every implement, of pieces of 
furniture, the names of horses, the names of houses and estates, creeks, 
swamps, branches, rivers, roads, ferries, taverns, ordinaries, churches, 
schools, mills, warehouses, metals, trades, crops, are included. These 
indicate, in a small degree, the range of topics. Under the more dis- 
tinguished names, such as Thomas Jefferson, there are many separate 
specific entries. Under counties, the entries have been much elaborated, 
so that anyone who is preparing a county history has an analysis of the 
a on that county printed in the one hundred and twenty 
volumes 
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The task to which Dr. Swem and his corps of assistants have devoted 
a period of five years has culminated in an achievement for whose 
astonishing completeness, meticulous accuracy and practicability the 
present writer, by virtue of extended application of the volume now in 
print, can, without qualification, personally vouch. 


Rospert ARMISTEAD STEWART. 





ABSTRACTS FROM NorFotK City MarriaGE Bonps (1797-1850) anp 
OTHER GENEALOGICAL Data. Compiled and annotated by George 
Holbert Tucker. Printed by William H. Delaney. Norfolk, 1934. 


This is an attractively printed book of 268 pages whose scope is 
well indicated by its title. That the compiler has performed a 
notable service in transcribing these valuable records will be readily 
apparent to even the most casual observer. In many of our Virginia 
courthouses the older marriage records have either entirely disap- 
peared or have become so dilapidated with the passage of time as to 
be scarcely legible. In other cases the condition of those marriage 
records that still remain is hardly less deplorable. To be instru- 
mental in preserving such priceless records for the benefit of future 
generations, and to make them more easily accessible to the general 
public, is a two-fold objective that is well worth the time and effort 
involved. That Mr. Tucker has done an excellent piece of work of 
this kind there can be no question, and it is to be hoped that others 
who possess talent in this direction will see fit to emulate his ex- 
ample. No less useful and interesting are the lists of baptisms and 
burials from 1809 to 1816 by the Rev. Robert S. Symes, rector of old 
Christ Church, Norfolk, that are given in the latter part of the 
book. These lists were a valuable find among the records of the 
Corporation Court of Norfolk and contain much important data not 
now obtainable from any other source. It is not too much too say 
that no one who is interested in the genealogy of Norfolk and vi- 
cinity should fail to consult this admirable compilation. It bears 
all the earmarks of careful and painstaking work and, no less im- 
portant, the indexing seems to be well-nigh perfect. 


Stewart M. Woopwarp. 





